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EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY, 
18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON. 


ESTABLISHED 1844, 
BONUS, 1889. 
Valuation made on very stringent basis. 
Bonus declared equivalent on the average to an addition of £2 12s. per 
cent. per annum on the sum assured, or £2 4s. on sum assured and 
previous bonuses. 


PREMIUM INCOME | 


ASSETS eee ons * * ove 
EXPENSES OF MANAGEMENT... oe 








. £186,842 
we £2,315 085 
£9,912 





Whole World Policies granted free of charge in most cases. 
Lapsed Policies Revived on very easy terms. 

Reversions Purchased. 

Full information will be given on application to 


G. W. BERRIDGE, Actuary avd Secretary. 








CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT. 


The Object of the CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT is to provide for the 
use of the Public an ABSOLUTELY secure but inexpensive DEPOSITORY for 
TITLE DEEDS, JEWELLERY, and other Valuables in Fire-proof and Burglar- 
proof Strong Rooms. Use of elegant Writing, Waiting, and Telephone Rooms, 
Free of Charge. 


Renters can have post-letters addressei to them at the CHANOERY LANE 
SAFE DEPOSIT. 
ANNUAL RENT OF SAFES, FROM 1 TO 5 GUINEAS, ANNUAL RENT OF STRONG 
RooMs, FROM 8 TO 90 GUINEAS. 


The demand for STRONG ROOMS and SAFES has required a further 
EXTENSION. A large number of new ones have recently been constructed. 
The number of Renters secured in 1888 reached over 3,000. 





Prospectus and Card to View Post Free on application, 


61 AND 62, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 








LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF CENTURY. 


FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


10, 


FREE, 
SIMPLE, 





TOTAL ASSETS, £2,372,277. 


DIRECTORS. 


Bacon, The Right Hon. Sir James. | Markby, Alfred, Esq. 

Biake, Fredk. Jobn, Esq. _ Mathew, The Hon. Ar. Justice. 
Brooks, William, Esq. (Basiagstoke). Meek, A. Grant. Esq. (Devizes). 
—— © liam Thomas, Esq. Mills, Richard, Esq. 

Deane, Sir James Parker, Q.U., D.C.L. | Morrell, Fredc. P., Esq. (Oxford). 
Dickinsov, James, Esq., Q.U. Pemberton, Henry Leigh, Esq. 
Ellis, Edmund Henry, Esq. | Pennington, Richard, Esq. 

Frere, Bartle J. Laurie, Esq. | Riddell. Sir W Buchanan, Bart. 
Garth, The Hon. Sir Richard. | XKoweliffe, Edward Lee, Esq. 
Gregory, George Burrow, Esq. Saltwell, William Hi 


Harrison, : Esq. Smith, Bir Mat 
Kekewich, The Hon, Mr. Justice Willen — fr Montague * 
Lopes, Th 
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VOL. XXXIV., No. 40. 


The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 
LONDON, AUGUST 2, 1890. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ma. Justice Kay, who was absent from the bench on Saturday, 
Monday, and Tuesday last, owing to illness, returned to his work 
on Wednesday. It is stated that the learned judge has been 
suffering from rheumatism. 





Tue ExTREME carefulness and deliberation exercised by Mr. Jus- 
tice Nontu in preparing his judgments bas on previous occasions 
given occasion for comment. Unreasonable people are now com- 
plaining that a judgment reserved on the 17th of December, 1889, 
in an important trade-mark case is up to the time of writing in 
petto. 





Lorp Justice Fry has this week been doing good service in deal- 
ing with the cases transferred to him as an additional judge of the 
Chancery Division. Few, if any, of the thirty-five actions trans- 
ferred have hitherto proved to be of a heavy description, and it 
is anticipated that all those which are not for good reasons post · 
poned will have been disposed of in the early part of next week. 





AN ATTEMPT was made to avoid consideration in detail by the 
House of Lords of Sir Arsert Roraur's Bankruptcy Bill, by moving 
that it be referred to the Committee of the whole House, instead of 
to the Grand Committee on Law, but the scheme happily failed, 
and there will now, we hope, be an opportunity for altering, among 
other matters, the important and dangerous provision to which we 
referred last week. 





We Ane aiap that this session is likely to produce at all events 
one valuable legal reform. The Supreme Court of Judicature Bill 
was read a third time and passed in the House of Lords on Tuesday 
last, and now only awaits the Royal assent. For the future 
applications for new trials in jury cases are to go direct to the 
Court of Appeal. Next session we trust the reform may be 
carried further, and divisional courts abolished. 





In DELIVERING judgment, on Wednesday last, in a case of Bennett 
v. Orsman, Mr. Justice Srrrtine took occasion to express his dis- 
approbation of the plaintiff’s bringing such an action to be tried in 
London when it might more properly have been tried at the assizer. 
The question in the case arose in consequence of the obstruction of 
a public right of way, and had to be solved by the aid of twenty 
witnesses (of the oldest inhabitant type) brought from Devonshire, 
and the action took nearly three days in the hearing. The plain- 
tiff being a lunatic, suing by his committee, his lordship expressed 
a hope that the lunacy authorities would deal with any extra costs 
—— = the lunatic’s estate by reason of the trial taking place in 

ondon. 





Tue case of Re Palmer, Palmer v. Hardwick, respecting which 
some remarks have already appeared (ante, p. 449), came finally 


40 





670 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 


Aug, 2, 1890. 








before the Court of Appeal on the 26th ult. It was a case in 
which the official referee had directed judgment to be entered 
ordering accounts as against trustees to be taken on the footing of 
wilful default. The question as to the footing on which the 
accounts were to be taken was argued, and in fact tried, before the 
Court of Appeal, and, by consent, the further consideration was 
directed to be heard before the official referee. Inferentially, this 
decides that, when an action is directed to be tried before an 
official refcree, he cannot reserve the further consideration before 
himself, but it leaves undecided the question whether an official 
referee can make any order at all, except perhaps for the purpose 
of discovery and production of documents (see R. 8. C., ord. 36, r. 
50), and the question whether, when he is to direct judgment to 
be entered, he is at liberty to make an order for accounts. 





At THe ciose of his judgment in the cases of Mason § Barry v. 
The Comptoir D’ Escompte and The Cape Copper Co. v. the Same, 
Mr. Justice Day took occasion to express a strong opinion in favour 
of having an official shorthand writer attached to each court who 
would take a note of all proceedings. The question appears to 
have been slumbering of late. A similar suggestion was made by 
Pearson, J.; and the Committee on Legal Procedure in 1881 
reported that ‘‘in the interests of suitors it is desirable that an 
official record of the proceedings should be obtainable.” For this 
purpose they formulated a rule that official shorthand writers 
should be appointed in each court to take a note of so much of 
the evidence and of the proceedings as the judge should direct. 
Some prominence was given to the question a couple of years ago 
by Sir Cuantes Russert in his speech to the Shorthand Congress, 
his chief argument in support of the proposal being the great saving 
of judicial time that would be effected. It is not to be supposed, 
however, that any such plan would absolve the judge from the 
necessity of taking notes. In short cases, or in long ones, when- 
ever the notes had not been printed, and the summing-up was to 
take place at once, the shorthand notes would be useless. It is 
doubtful, moreover, whether the employment of an official short- 
hand writer would obviate the necessity of having recourse to 
private ones as well, unless the steff were so adequate as to insure 
the production of the transcript for the use of counsel next morn- 
ing. More, perhaps, would be heard on the subject from the 
jadges, except that in all important cases they have the use of the 
notes taken by the parties, and frequently express their apprecia- 
tion of the asristance thus rendered to them. 





We noricen a few weeks ago (ante, p. 503) the judgment of 
Kexewicn, J., in Re Liverpool Household Stores Association 
(Limited), in which he affirmed the proposition that directors are 
liable forloss occasioned by acts done ultra vires, although they 
cannot be charged with either dishonesty or negligence. As we 
pointed out, in all the cases where liability has been established 
there seem to have been circumstances incompatible with real bona 
Sides, and the case of honest mistake has hardly been considered. 
In London Financial Association v. Kelk (26 Ch. D. 107), how- 
ever, Bacox, V.C., leaned strongly in favour of directors, and said 
that if they applied to the construction of their articles the same care 
which an honest and prudent man would shew in dealing with his 


But the losses, it was said, were due directly to the particular 
advances, and only indirectly to the resolution. This was not the 
causa causans. The distinction savours of casuistry, though there 
is no reason otherwiee to complain of it. It will, indeed, be found 
useful to assist directors in escaping a liability that presses hardly 
upon them. In the same case the court declined to impose liability 
for advancing money upon a deficient security of leasehold houses 
where no proper survey had been made. An error of judgment is 
allowed in matters of everyday practice which, it seems, would be 
fatal if committed in the construction of articles. 





AN INTERESTING DECIsIon with regard to the nature of the title 
acquired by possession of land for the statutory period was given on 
Tuesday by the Court of Appeal in Wilkes v. Greenway. It has some- 
times been stated in too general terms that the effect of the statute 
is to vest the fee simple in the possessor. Thus, in Jukes v. 
Sumner (14 M. & W. 39), Panxe, B., said: ‘‘ The effect of the Act 
is to make a parliamentary conveyance of the land to the person in 
possession after the period of twenty [now twelve] years has 
elapsed.” And, in Incorporated Society v. Richards (1 Dr. & 
War., at p. 289), Lord Sr. Lzonanps said: ‘‘ Under the new Act, 
when the remedy is barred, the right and title of the real owner 
are extinguished, and are, in effect, transferred to the person 
whose possession is a bar.” It is, however, abundantly clear from 
the terms of the statute, as well as from general principles, that 
there is no such thing as a transfer of the old estate. This has 
gone absolutely, and the right which the possessor acquires is 
something quite distinct from it. The question arose in Wilkes v. 
Greenway by reason of the fact that the land to which a title by 
possession had been acquired was landlocked, and the adjacent 
land on one side belonged to the owner whose title had been 
extinguished. Over this the owner by possession claimed to have 
a way of necessity. In 1 Williams’ Saunders (323, note 6) 
there is a very learned note as to the origin of such ways, and the 
opinion is expressed that a way of necessity, when the nature of it 
is considered, will be found to be nothing else but a way by grant. 
Upon a grant of the landiccked close the law implies also a grant 
of a way to get toit. In some of the older cases—e g., Staple v. 
Heydon (6 Mod. 3)—it appears to be said that the way will be 
allowed simply from the fact of the close being landlocked and 
from the neceseity of getting to it. But the principle contended 
for by Serjeant Witt14Ms was approved by Lord Carans, C.,, in Gay- 
ford v. Moffatt (4 Ch. App., at p. 135), and has now been adopted, 
with a slight variation, by the Court of Appeal. This consists 
simply in the extension that the grant may be either personal or 
parliamentary. But, as we have seen, a title by possession grows 
up by iteelf quite independently of any grant or fancied transfer of 
any other title, and if ways of necessity are thus limited, it is im- 
possible for them to be claimed by an owner whose title is simply 
poseessory. 





Tue Present happy state of the law, under which anybody may 
make what representations he pleases, provided only he is not 
conscious that they are untrue, without incurring liability, has 
received its latest illustration in the decision of the Court of 
Appeal in Bishop v. The Balkis Oonsolidated Co. The case 
turned upon the practice of companies to certify transfers of shares 


own affsirs, be would not fix them with liability. In the re when from any reason the certificate is not handed over at the time 
case of Cullerne v. London and Suburban Benefit Building Society, 
8 


reported elsewhere, the Court of Appeal seem to have assumed, on 
the other hand, that liability must necessarily follow acts ultra 
vires, however honest the directors may have been. The act 
there complained of as being ultrd vires was the advance of 
money to members on the security of their shares, and it 
was admitted that the rule under which this was done might be 
construed so ss to authorize it. But while on this ground 
the case would ecem to come within the dictum of Bacoy, V.C., it 
must be noticed that the rules had to be interpreted by the general 
statutes governing the building society, and there expressly pro- 
hibited advances on sny such security. The chief point of interest 
in the case lies, however, in the fact that, although a general 
liability for acts ultra vires was treated as clearly existing, a means 
was found of evading it. The director against whom the claim was 
made had been party to a resolution authorizing the advances 


stransfer. A certification had been given on a transfer of 135 
from Lurroy to Curusert, and consisted of an indorsement 

on the transfer insthe words “ certificate lodged,” a signature on 
behalf of the secretary following. This, as Lord Justice Linptey, 
who delivered the judgment of the court, pointed out, was a 
representation that Lurrow had produced a certificate purporting to 
shew that he, or some registered owner through whom he claimed 
by transfer, also produced, was entitled to transfer to Curusxnr the 
shares mentioned in the transfer. In other words, without guerantee- 
ing Lurton’s title, it was a representation that primd facie every- 
thing wasin due order. In point of fact, however, Lupron produced 
no certificate of the shares, nor could he have done so, as 
the transfer to himself was invalid. Powrer, his trausferor, had 
previously transferred 1,000 sheres, including those in question, to 
other and by them the certificate of the whole had been 
lodged. The indorsement on the transfer, Lurron to Curuvent, 





generally, but had becn no party to any advances in particular. 


implying that the certificate of the shares had been lodged by Lur- 
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sox, was untrue, and prior to Peek v. Derry (38 W. R. 33) it 
seems bighly probable that the company would have been held 
liable. Now, however, no ection lies for a careless misrepresenta- 
tion, and accordingly Linptey, L.J., held that the above facts 
shewed no liability in the company to compensate Curasert’s 
principal, who paid money for the shares on the faith of the certifi- 
cate and lost it. 





Ir may be worth while to notice how close this comes to the 
class of cases of which Lord Hexscuett cited Burrowes v. Lock (10 
Ves. 470) as an example, and which he profeseed to be outside the 
principle of Peek v. Derry. They are thoso, he said, ‘‘ where a 
person within whose special province it lies to know a particular 
fact, has given an erroneous answer to an inquiry made with re- 
gard to it by a person desirous of ascertaining the fact, for the 

urpose of determining his conduct accordingly, and bas been held 
bound to make good the assurance he has given.” In Burrowes v. 
Lock a trustee, who had known that the trust fund was incumbered, 
forgot this fact, and consequently gave a wrong statement of 
its value to a purchaser. It was held that he was liable for the 
false statement, and the same fate befell a lessor in Slim v. Croucher 
(1 De G. F. & J. 518) who forgot that he had granted a lease and 
made a representation accordingly. It is obvious, however, in spite 
of Lord Herscuetx’s disclaimer, that if the ground of liability is 
consciousness of untruth at the time when the misrepresentation is 
made, it is very difficult to except these cases, and this is in accord- 
ance with the opinion expressed in the appendix to Clerk and 
Lindsell on Torts (p. 630). The ruling of Luvozey, L.J., in the 
present case tends in the same direction. It would hardly be 
possible to treat a trustee or a lessor more hardly than a company 
which takes upon itself, as a matter of regular business, to make 
statements that documents have been lodged with it. 





Tue casz of Re Jones (ante, p. 661) calls attention again to the 
question of the employment of a solicitor on bebalf of a lunatic, 
It seems quite obvious that in such a case the same solicitor should 
not be acting for any other person with an adverse interest. Some 
important observations on the matter were made by James and 
Baceattay, L.JJ., in 1877, in a case of Re Wilson (21 Soxtcrroxs’ 
Journal, 770), where the eame solicitors had acted for a lunatic and 
for Dr. Wixstow, in whose asylum he had been placed. Subse- 
quently to the inquiry the official medical visitor strongly advieed 
the removal of the lunatic to another place, and this produced 
angry protests from the solicitors, first to the master in lunacy, and 
then to the Lord Chancellor. Naturally the latter supported the 
visitor Later on, when the master’s report as to change of resi- 
dence came before the Lords Justices for confirmation, the conduct 
of the solicitors was strongly animadverted upon. It was their 
duty, it was said, to act solely in the interests of the lunatic, with- 
out the admixture of any other feeling, and if there was any con- 
flict between the interests of the lunatic and those of the proprietor 
of the asylum, they ought certainly to have ceased to act for the 
latter. In the recent case, which elicited a similar expression of 
opinion, the alleged lunatic had resided’ with a person named 
Bapesr, and proceedings were taken against him to make him 
account for property of which it was said he had obtained control 


subject to any trust for the congregation, &c., such conveyance 
Shall net ealy vesk the roperty in the sie tence tame, but 
shall also vest it in theiy successors in office for the time being 
chosen and appointed in manner provided in such con or in 
any separate trust deed, or, if no mode of appointment is therein 
prescribed, in such manner as shall be agreed on by such congrega- 
tion, &c. But the appointment of new trustees is to be “ made to 
appear” by some deed under the hand and seal of the chairman of 
the meeting at which the choice and appointment of new trustees 
is made, and is to be executed in the presence of such meeting, 
and attested by two or more credible witnesses. This Act 
was extended to burial grounds by 32 & 383 Vict. c. 26. The 
original Act, however, has given rise to numerous doubts, among 
others to that mentioned by Mr. Lewin (Trusts, 8th ed., p. 853), 
whether the new trustees appointed by the society, in the absence 
of any special direction in the trust-deed, succeed generally to all 
the powers of the old trustees or tske the legal estate only. The Act 
is, we believe, practically a dead letter. The new Act, besides ex- 
tending the scope of the previous Acts so as to apply them to the 
case of the Wesleyan Methodist body, applies the power for the 
appointment of new trustees conferred by the Conveyancing Act, 
1881, to all land acquired and held on trust for any purpose to 
which the previous Acts or the present Act apply, and provides 
that the statutory power may be exercised either by the persons 
and in the mauner provided by the statute, or by the persons and 
by resolution at a meeting, or in any other mode in which, under 
the trust instrument, the appointment of a new trustee in place of 
a deceased trustee can be effected. It is further provided that the 
vesting provisions in Peto’s Act shall apply and be effectual to 
vest the land in any case where the appointment of trustees is 
made under any power conferred by the present Act, and that after 
the expiration of six months from the date of any instrument 
whereby any persons are purported to be appointed trustees for 
purposes within the meaning of the previous Acts or the present 
Act, such appointment is to be valid, unless proceedings are taken 
within that period to set aside the appoiatment. There are certain 
questions arising on the provisions of the new Act which we shall 
have to consider hereafter, but the design seems good, and we 
should think it might be made applicable to charities in general. 





An Act, which received the Royal Assent at the end of last 
week, for the purpose of exempting from the provisions of the 
Mortmain and Charitable Uses Act, 1888, assurances, by deed or 
will, of land “‘ for the purpose of providing dwelliags for the work- 
ing classes in any populous place,” contains a lovely specimen of 
the Parliamentary draftsman’s art. Section 1 provides that the 
Act of 1888 shall not apply to any assurance of land by deed or 
will for the purpose aforesaid. Then the draftsman wanted to give 
his measure a limited retrospective operation, and, instead of ac- 
complishing this by the insertion of a dozen words or so in section 
1, providing to what instruments the Act of 1888 shall not epply, 
he constructs a separate section, the merits of which, we think, 
will be best appreciated if it is thrown into paragraph form :— 

This Act shall extend to any assurance by deed : 

Made within twelve months before the passing of this Act 

By a person alive at that passing, 

As it s¢ had been made after the passing, 


by undue influence. In these an order was made against him. xcept that ¢he assurance shall be enrolled and registered as 
Subsequently a lunacy inquiry was instituted, and the solicito aforesaid 


who had acted for Bavcer then acted for the 1 
the inquiry on her behalf. The matter came re the Court of 
Appeal on an application that they might be wed their costs 
out of the estate, and this was rejected on the ground that they 
va ged been acting in the interests of Bapcrr, and not of tho 
unatic. 


tic, and r 


Aw Act, which became law on the 25th ult., amends Pero’s Act 
(13 & 14 Vict. o. 28) in a sensible way. That Act provides 
that, where property has been acquired by any congregation, 
or society, or body of persons associated for religious purposes or 
for the promotion of education, asa place of religious worship, or 
minister’s house, or school-house, college, &c., or hall or rooms for 
the meeting or transaction of the business of such congregation, 
&c., and where the conveyance of such property has been taken 


Within six months after the passing of this Act. 








In the House of Commons on the 28th ult., in answer to 
Mr. W. H. Smith said: The office of treasurer of the 

sex has not been abolished, but Mr. Allen has been 

He held the office under the provisions of 

the 11th section of that Act of 

to remove the treasurer at pleasure. This power is, by the Local 
Government Act, transferred to the county 

treasurer had become. The exercise of the power of removal given by the 
earlier statute was not anything dove in pursuance of the Local Govern- 
ment Act, and that Act, therefore, did not give the Treasury any 

to award compensation to Mr. Allen. The law officers of the Crown were 
consulted in the matter, but their opinions are confidential documents, 
and I cannot undertake to present them. Nor am I to intro- 





to or in favour of trustees to be from time to time appointed, or 





duce a Bill to extend the power of compensation given to the Treasury 
by the 120th scction of the Looal Government rth 
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CONSTRUCTIVE DELIVERY OF POSSESSION AND 

THE BILLS OF SALE ACTS. 
Tue difference of opinion displayed in the Court of Appeal in the 
decision in Mills v. Charlesworth, which we report elsewhere, is 
likely to introduce not a little more confusion into an already suffi- 
ciently perplexed subject. It is a principle now well established 
that the Bills of Sale Acts do not strike at transactions, but only 
at documents which are used as evidence of them, and, conee- 
quently, when a transaction can be supported without any refer- 
ence to the documents, it is not liable to be avoided on the ground 
of any defect in these. The matter has been put most clearly, 
perhaps, by Bowen, L.J., who said in North Central Wagon Co v. 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway Oo. (35 W. RB. 
443, 35 Ch. D. 191), “if, independently of a document, the rights of 
the parties have been effectively altered or dealt with either in law 
or in equity, avoiding the document can produce no result—it can- 
not operate to the disadvantage of that which stands proprio vigore 
independently of the document.” And-as to the test whether the 
document is to be regarded as material to the transaction, the same 
judge said in Newlove v. Shrewsbury (21 Q. B. D.41) that this would 
only be so where the previous agreement was intended to be summed 
up and to take effect in the document. ‘‘ Then, if the document be 
void, the transaction must fall to the ground, because evidence of 
an oral agreement would be inadmissible; but it is otherwise if 
the document be not such as to exclude evidence of an oral agree- 
ment.” In order to invalidate the transaction, therefore, it is 
essential that it should depend for proof on a document, and that 
this document should be a bill of sale within the meaning of section 
+ of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, as explained by section 3 of the Act 
of 1882—in other words, it must operate as a transfer or assurance, 
or as a licence to take possession. 

The matter is illustrated by the two cases of Hx parte Parsons, 
Re Townsend (34 W. R. 329,16 Q. B. D. 532) and Ex parte 
Hubbard, Re Hardwick (35 W. R. 2, 17 Q. B. D. 690). In 
the former case, Townsrnp the bankrupt, had applied to Par- 
sons for an advance, and it was agreed that security should 
be given on Townsenn’s furniture and effects. Accordingly 
a document was drawn up atd signed by which Pansons 
was authorized and empowered to take immediate possession. 
This he did not do, but allowed the borrower to remain in 
possession for a month, after which he had the goods sold. There 
could hardly be any doubt here that the document, being a Jicence 
to take possession, was a bill ofeale, and, further, that it embodied 
the whole sgreement between the parties. Indeed, the chief 
effect of the decision was to overrule the ratio decidendi in Ex 
parte Close (33 W. R. 228, 14 Q. B. D. 386) and Re Cunningham 
§ Co. (23 W. R. 337, 28 Ch. D. 682), that such documents were 
necessarily excluded from the operation of the Bills of Sale Acts 
because they could not be drawn in the required form, and the 
Legislature could not have intended to exclude them altogether. An 
opposite instance of possession being supported in spite of the fact that 
there was an accompanying document is afforded by the other case 
of Ex parte Hubbard. Here the bankrupt, Haxpwick, borrowed 
from Husparp £20, and as security he then and there deposited 
with him two tricycles. At the same time he signed an agree- 
ment reciting the deposit, and providing for the sale of the goods 
in default cf repayment. It was held that, as possession 
of the goods bad already been voluntarily given up, the docu- 
ment could not operate as a licence to take possession, and that 
there was no ground for treating it asa transfer. A clear dis- 
tinction was drawn between cases of pledge and transactions by 
way of bill of sale, Bowen, L.J., saying, ‘‘ The transaction appears 
to-me to be a pawn or pledge, accompanied by a document regula- 
ting the rights of the pledgee with regard to the goods of which 
possession is delivered tohim.’”? The document, therefore, fulfilled 
neither of the above requisites. It was not a bill of sale, and it 
did not include the whole agreement between the parties, inasmuch 
as it omitted the very part to which the possession of the pledgee 
was to be referred. This distinction between pledges and bills of 
sale was followed by Kexewicu, J., in Hilton v. Tucker (36 W. R. 
762, 39 Ch. D. 669), where an advance was made on goods which 
were shortly afterwards delivered. It was held that the trans- 
action was good as a pledge, although a document was given at the 
tame time authorizing the retention of possession. 

But it is important to observe that the distinction is simply a 





consequence of the principle referred to above, that, where there 
has been a delivery of the goods, an accompanying document will 
only invalidate it if it is a bill of sale, and if it contains the agree- 
ment under which delivery was given. It is doubtful whether; in 
Mills v. Charlesworth, these points were distinctly kept in view. 
An execution had been put into the house of one Wiison, and a 
bailiff was in possession of the furniture. Thereupon the defendant 
CuarLeswortH agreed to advance the money necessary to pay the 
execution out; and the two went together to the sheriff's officer, 
who, on payment by Cuar.esworTH, agreed to hold possession on 
his behalf. Immediately afterwards, Wirson signed a document by 
which he authorized Cuartesworts to hold possession of the goods 
and to sell them as secon as convenient. This was on the 9th of 
December, 1887. The next day the bailiff was told of the new 
arrangement, and agreed to hold possession for Cuartesworru. At 
the same time Writson was left undisturbed, on account of his 
having a sick child in the house, and on the 11th he executed a 
bill of sale of the furniture to the plaintiff Mrs. ‘The 
first point to be decided, in order to establish Cxanteswortn’s 
title, was, whether there had been any change of possession, 
and it was agreed by the whole court that there had. Originally 
the sheriff’s officer was in possession by his bailiff. Upon being 
paid he would naturally deliver up possession to Wizson, but in- 
stead of this he agreed to hold possession for CuarLeswortH. 
According to Farina v. Home (16 M. & W. 119) the possession 
thereupon passed to Cuartesworta, and it appears, and rightly so, 
to have been regarded as immaterial that the bailiff, the man in 
actual cecupation, only consented to this subsequently. A further 
point might possibly have been raised whether the bailiff’s oc- 
cupation, which, though merely formal, was good to vest posses- 
sion in the sheriff’s officer, was equally efficacious in favour of 
CuarteswortH. No such refinement, however, was noticed, and 
Lord Esuer, relying simply on the change of possession, decided 
that the case was governed by Ex parte Hubbard (supra). The 
transaction was one of pledge, and the accompanying document 
merely regulated the rights of the pledgee with regard to the die- 
posal of the goods. Whether this result is correct or not, the 
view taken is at least straightforward and intelligible. It carries 
out established principles without hesitation to their conclusions, 
and it is certainly more important to maintain certainty in the law 
than to be over-careful as to the intentions which the Legislature 
may be supposed to have had in view in the Bills of Sale Acts. 
Lryptey and Lorzs, L.JJ., on the other hand, clinging to these in- 
tentions, shrank from allowing a delivery which involved no physical 
change of possession to operate as a pledge, but though this considera- 
tion influenced their decision, it does not seem necessary to advert to 
it in order to consider whether the result they arrived at can be justi- 
fied. As we have pointed out, the distinction as to pledges is only the 
result of a broader principle. Was the accompanying document a 
bill of sale, and did it embody the agreement for change of posses- 
sion? The latter is a serious point of construction, but it was very 
lightly touched. It had already been pointed out by Bowen, L.J., 
in Ex parte Hubbard (supra), that where there is a pledge, that is, 
where there has been delivery of the goods, you only expect the 
document toe regulate the terms on which they are to be held and 
applied by the pledgee. This it would seem is exactly what the 
document in question did. CHanteswortH was to hold possession 
and to sell as soon as convenient. But even if this construction is 
not adopted, and if it is held as Linprey and Lorzs, LJJ., held, 
that the document incorporates the whole agreement between the 
parties, so that Cuantesworrn could only justify his possession b 

reference to it, it is still necessary to consider whether it is a hi 

of sale at all, and as to this, though it seems to be a very doubtful 
point, nothing at all was said. It is not easy to see how it could 
operate as a transfer or assurance, and Ez parte Hubbard shews 
that, as possession had already been voluntarily given up by the 
grantor, it could not operate as a licence to take possession. The 
desire, indeed, to avoid giving effect to a delivery unaccompanied 
by physical change of possession, appears to have disposed the 
majority of the court to overlook the difficulties which their decision 
raises. Buta change of possession is equally effective in law, 
whether it is accompanied by any physical change or not, and it is 
unfortunate that the warning of the Master of the Rolls against 
interfering with the limits determined by Ev parte Parsons and 
Ex parte Hubbard, was allowed to pass unheeded. It appears 
that the principle of the Worth Central Wagon Co.'s case, which 
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is simply illustrated by these other cases, and which seemed to 
establish a clear working rule, is liable to break down at the first 
touch of difficulty. 








REVIEWS. 
JUDICIAL DICTIONARY. 


THE JUDICIAL DICTIONARY; OR, WORDS AND PHRASES JUDICIALLY 
INTERPRETED, By F. Stroup, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Max- 
well (Limited). 
Mr. Stroud, in his preface, clearly defines the object of his book. 

It is not intended to be a law lexicon, in the sense of the works of 

Jacob, Tomlins, Wharton, or Sweet, but ‘‘a dictionary of the 

English language (in its phrases as well as single words) so far as 

that language has received interpretation by the judges.” We 

think that the author’s design is very well carried out. He has, with 

a great deal of care and research, disinterred from the reports the 

definitions of words and phrases, and has collected and arranged them 

in a very convenient way. We can testify to the completeness with 
which the author has extracted the judicial explanations, for we find 
duly noted definitions, both of ancient and recent date, which we 
happened to have collected, after considerable trouble and investiga- 
tion, for the purposes of a case. If Mr. Stroud’s book had been before 
us, this labour would have been saved. Sometimes we come across 
instances in which the industry of the author has led him to cite 
definitions of no great value at the present day—c.g., the definition of 

“beloved wife,” at p. 74, ‘‘a bequest by a husband to his ‘ beloved’ 

wife, not mentioning her name, applies exclusively to the individual 

who answers the description at the date of the will, and is not to be 
extended to an after-taken wife.” This was laid down before the 

Wills Act, and (as Mr. Stroud points out) a second marriage would 

now revoke the will; and we doubt whether a similar question is 

likely to occur in respect of a bequest by a testator to the wife of 
another person : the term “‘ beloved wife” is hardly appropriate under 
those circumstances. On the whole we think that the book will be 
of great service to the lawyer, while to the layman it cannot fail to 

be a source of equal amusement and wonder. He will learn (p; 124) 

that a dog is not a “chattel,” but is ‘‘ goods”; and (p. 205) that 

boiling water is ‘‘ destructive matter,” but not a ‘‘ destructive sub- 
stance’; and, further, that ‘‘ lame duck ” is actionable when applied 
to a person on the Stock Exchange. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal, 
ONSLOW v. COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE—No. 1, 30th July. 


Peactice—ArrgAL—TimeE For APPEALING—OASE STATED UNDER THE STAMP 
Acr, 1870—‘‘ Onpsr”’ on ‘' JupGMEnt.” 


Application for an extension of time (if necessary) for appealing from a 
decision of the Queen’s Bench Division dated the 21st of January, 1890, 
upon a case stated under section 19 of the Stamp Act, 1870. The question 
was whether the decision of the Divisional Court was an “‘order’’ or a 
judgment ” ; if it was an order there were twenty-one days from the date of 
the decision for appealing; if it was a judgment there was a year for 
appealing. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Lrypiey and Bowen, I..JJ.) held 

that the decision was an ‘‘ order,’’ and that the appeal should have been 
brought within twenty-one days. Lord Esusr, M R., said that they must 
adopt the view taken by Cotton, L J., in Ex parte Chinery (32 W. R. 469, 
12 Q. B. D. 342), that there was in legal language a well-known distinction 
between a ‘‘ judgment ’’ and an “‘ order,”’ and that a judgment meant a deci- 
sion obtained in an action. Bowzn, L.J., also concurred with Cotton, L J., 
saying that there was an inherent distinction between the two in their pro- 
fessional meaning. Fry, L J., also concurred inthatview. Theresult was 
that a judgment was a decision obtained in an action. Every other decision 
of the court wasan order. Looking, then, at ord. 58, r. 9, the lang of 
that rule strongly justified that view, for it spoke of ‘‘ any order or decision 
made in any other matter not being an action.’? There the distinction 
was drawn between an order not in an action, anda aes a8 which was a 
decision obtained in an action, That was the true dietinction, and there- 
flowe the decision in the present case, not being in an action, was sn 
“order,” and the time for appealing was twenty-one days. The time for 
‘appealing, however, could be extended. Linpiey and Bowen, L.JJ., con- 
curred.—Oounset, Danckwerts ; Rosher. Soxicrrors, Rowcliffes, Rawle, ¢ 
Co. ; Solicitor of Inland Revenue, 


MILLS v. CHARLESWORTH—No. 1, 29th July. 


or ApvaNncE—Errect OF ACCOMPANYING DocuMENT. 


a man named Wilson, in Hull, had an execution in his house, 
and the sheriff's officer put a jinto possession. Wilson applied to 
the defendant Charlesworth to advance him a sum of money to pay the 
execution out, and Charlesworth the goods to see if the securi 
was sufficient. Having satisfied on this point, he went wi 
Wilson to the sheriff's officer, and there agreed to advance the money on 
condition that the sheriff's officer from that moment should hold re 
for him. This the latter agreed to do, and Oharlesworth paid £62 15s. 1d., 
the amount of the levy. At the same time Wilson signed the following 
document :—‘‘ Hull, December 9, 1887.—Mr. Oharlesworth, Auctioneer, 
Hull.—Sir,—In consideration of your paying to Mr. ©. F. Wells, the 
sheriff’s officer, the amount on Townsend’s writ aud expenses —viz., 
£62 15s. 1a., I hereby authorize and request you to hold possession of all 
my furniture and effects now on the premises, No. 2, Pendrill-street, Hull, 
and to sell the whole by‘auction as soon as convenient, and after deducting 
the above amount and yoar charges, over the balance, if any, to me. 
Yours truly, A. P. Witson.” ilson a child who was ill, and was 
therefore allowed to continue to use the furniture, but the bailiff remained 
in possession, and the next day was told, with the consent of the sheriff's 
officer, that he was to continue in possession on behalf of Charlesworth, 
which he agreed todo. On December 11 Wilson executed a bill of sale 
of the furniture and effects to the plaintiff Mills. The defendant Charles- 
worth — subsequently sold them, the present action was brought 
against him by the plaintiff on the und that his title to the goods 
depended on the document signed by Wilson, and that this was a bill of 
sale, and void for want of conformity;with the Bills of Sale Acts. Day, J., 
gave judgment for the plaintiff. The defendant appealed. 


Tue Oovrr (Linptey and Lorzs, L.JJ., Lord Esusr, MR., dis- 
senting) dismissed the appeal. Lord Esuer, M.R., caid that the 
possession of the goods was in the sheriff's officer ~~ bailiff, and it 
made no difference that the latter was kept in the background. This 
was we  ~ so in such cases, where the goods were said to be in the cus- 
tody of the law. Moreover, the on of the sheriff's officer was 
adverse to Wilson, and it was impossible for two persons to be in posses- 
sion at the same time. Two adverse possersions could not make one 
joint ion. This being so at the time when it was agreed b>tween 
the parties that the sheriff’s officer was to hold on behalf of Oharleworth, 
the possession of the goods passed to him, The question was, whether 
the document which was signed at the time when the money was lent, 
and possession given, was a bill of sale. But if the transaction was one 
of pledge, and the document merely regulated the mode of dealing with 
the goods by the pledgee, Bz parte Hubbard (35 W. R. 2 17 Q. B. D. 
690) decided that it was not within the Bills of Sale Acts. On the other 
hand, if the document amounted to a licence to take possession, then, 
according to Ez parte Parsons (34 W. R 329,17 Q. B. D 690), it was a bill 
of sale. These two cases determined the limits, and enabled people to 
advise whether a document was a bill of sale or not, and it would only 
lead to confusion to depart from them. In his opinion the present trans- 
action was one of pledge, and fell within the priuciple of Er parte 
Hubbard, and the appeal should be allowed. Linoiey, L.J., said that in 
Ex parte Hubbard there was a La Pg change of the possession of the 
goods, and the pledge there cou 


d be proved without reference to the 
document. In this case, however, there was no ~— change of pos- 
session, although what took place on the 9th of ember did amount in 
point of law to a change of possession. But the agreement by which 
this change was effected was reduced into writing, and could not be 
proved apart from the writing. Thus the document was essential to the 
proof of the plaintiff's title, and was a bill of sale within the reasoning of 
Newlove v. Shrewsbury (21 Q. B. D. 41). If the decision in Hubbard's case 
were extended to pledges where no physical change took place in the custody 
of the goods, nothing could be easier than to evade the Bills of Sale Acts. 
Theappeal must bedismissed. Lorszs, L J., in concurring, said that thedocu- 
ment here changed the possession, and so the case was distinguishable 
from Ex parte Hubbard —Oounset, Henn-Collins, Q.0., Dodd, Q.0., and 
H. T. Kemp; Tindal Atkinson, QO., and Arnold Statham. Soxtctrors, 
Pritchard § Sons, for Locking § Holditch, Hull; Cotton ¢ Son, for J. A. 


Green, Hull. 
WILKES v. GREENWAY—No. 1, 30th July. 


Srarure or Liwrrations—Way or Necsgssiry. 


Tbis was an appeal from a decision of Vaughan Williams, J. The 
defendant Greenway had acquired a title by possession to land at Wolver- 
hampton of which the plaintiff had been owner. The latter still owned 
adjacent land, through which there was a private road, and this formed 
the only means of access to the defendant’s land. The defendant claimed 
that he was entitled to a way of necessity over the road. Vaughan 
Wiiliams, J., decided in his favour, holding that the law would presume 
that, in some hes i by legal means—either by grant or otherwire—the 
right of y been created, without which the land could not be 
enjoyed. The plaintiff appealed. 

Tux Court (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Linpiey and Lorgs, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. Lord Esurr, M R.., in —— Poe: judgment of the court, 
said that there was nothing in the Statute of Limitations to create ways of 
necessity. The provisions of the statute were negative only, and did not 
convey any title to the possessor. But the doctrine of a way of necessity 
only applied to a title by grant, perzonal or parliamentary. There was no 
ibility, therefore, of applying it to a case where the only title was 
possession under the negative provisions of the statute.—Oounsst, 
Bosanquet, Q O., and R. E. C, Kettle; Jelf, Q.0., and Hickey. Soxrcrrors, 
Uuathornes, for Neve § Creswell, Wolverhampton; R. Wilcock, Wolver- 





This was an appeal from the decision of Day, J. On December 9, 1887, 


hampton. 
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DECROIX, VERLEY, ET CIE. v. MEYER AND CO. (LIM.)—No, 1, 24th July. 


Brut or Excuancs—Accerrancs—QUuALIFIED oR GENERAL—N kGo0- 
TIABILITY OF Bru. 


Action by indorsees of a bill of exchange against the acceptors. The 
bill was drawn by one Flipo in France, payable to himself (the word 
*t order” being struck out by the defendants when they accepted it) and 
directed to the defendants. The defendants, who were merchants in 
London, accepted the bill as follows :—‘‘In favour of L, Delobbel Fiipo 
only. Accepted payable at Alliance Bank, London.” The words ‘‘in 
favour of L. Delobbel Flipo only” were in writing, the rest of the accept- 
ance being impressed by an ordinary stamp underneath. Flipo then 
indorsed the bill to the plaintiffs, a firm of bankers in France, who dis- 
counted it for him. The Divisional Court (Cave and A. L. Smith, JJ ), 
upon a jal case, held that the acceptance was in such a form as to 
render the bill not negotiable, and gave judgment for the defendants. 
The plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Esuen, M.R., and Linpizy and Bowsn, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. Lord Esuzr, M.R, said that probably the defendants in- 
tended to make their acceptance qualified so as to render the bill not 
negotiable. Had they done so effectually? It was said that striking out 
the word “‘order’’ was evidence of their intention. In his opinion that 
was an improper thing to do, and had no effect upon the bill. A person 
ought to accept the bill as drawn or refuse to accept it, inserting any 
qualification in the acceptance. He ought not to alter the bill. But 
even if not, since the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, the omission of the 
word “‘ order’? was immaterial. With reference to the acceptance itself, 
@ person who intended to make his acceptance qualified ought to do so in 
clear terms. If he left it in doubt, his acceptance must be taken to be 
absolute. In his opinion the meaning of the acceptance was that the 
defendants had accepted the bill in which Flipo was named as the only 
payee. That was not a qualified acceptance. It had no mercantile effect 
upon the bill as drawn. To construe it otherwise would be to set a trap 
to catch unwary indorsees. The defendants had not in clear and express 
terms qualified their acceptance. The bill, therefore, remained nego- 
tiable, and the plaintiffs were entitled to recover. Linpizy, L.J., con- 
sidered that the sound view to teke was that an acceptance must be con- 
strued most strongly against the acceptor. The defendants here had used 
ambiguous lavguage, and had not qualified their acceptance in clear terms. 
Bowsn, L.J., said that it was of the highest importance in mercantile 
business that qualifications of acceptances should be construed strongly 
against the acceptors. The present was a most misleading acceptance, 
omy being in writing and the acceptance proper being stamped across the 

The ordinary — to insert the qualification would be in the 
stamped words. In his opinion the written words in the acceptance did 
not restrict the negotiability of the bill. If the words kad been ‘‘ payable 
to. Flipo only,’’ it might pethaps have rendered the bill not negotiable. 
The defendants, therefore, had not qualified their acceptance in proper 
language, and the plaintiffs were entitled to recover on the bill.—Counszt, 
Finlay, Q.C., and R. M. Bray; Horne-Payne, Q.0., and G. 8. Bower. 
Soxicrrons, Hill, Son, § Rickards ; William Webb § Co. 


CULLERBE v. THE LONDON AND SUBURBAN GENERAL PERMANENT 
BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETY—No. 1, 29th July. 


Burmpine Socrery—Liasititry or Dreecron ror Improprr AnvANcEs — 
Exxon or Jupcment—Oavsa Oavsaxs or Loss. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Mathew, J. The action was 
brought to recover £300 which the plaintiff deposited with the 
society, and the latter counter-claimed in respect of sums which they 
alleged had been lost to the society owing to the plaintiff's mismanagement 
and asa director, The claim was admitted, and the argument 

on the counter-claim. The society was incorporated under the 
B g Society Acts (6&7 Will. 4, c. 32, and 37 & 38 Vict. c. 42). By 
the rules the object of the society was defined to be to raise by subscrip- 
‘ions of the members, in shares of £50 each and pees by monthly in- 
ments of 10s. a share, a fund ont of which each member should receive 
value of his share for the erection or purchase of a dwelling-house. 
ale 8 provided as follows :—‘‘ The funds of the society shall be advanced 
the members, or invested in such manner, on such terms, and upon 
such mort, of freehold, copyhold, or leasehold tenure as the board 
shall .’ From the formation of the oa down to July, 
1879, Cullerne acted as a director, In December, 1876, he was present at 
a meeting of the directors when a resolution was passed that advances 
should be made to members on the security of their shares. In pur- 
suance of this resolution such advances were subsequently made, but he 
was not actually 2 party to them. In consequence the society lost £791. 
This was the of one of the charges of mismanagement against 
him. The related to an advance ot £500 on the security of ten 
leasehold cotteges These were in a dilapidated condition, and, although 
@ director inspected them, and calculated from the rents that the 
a his opinion, sufficient, the board did not employ a sur- 
In the result the society spent £136 over repairs, and then sold 
ten for £205, the consequent Joss being £431. Mathew, J., held 
8 was ambiguous, and tnat, both with regard to the advances 
and the advance on the houses, Cullerne had acted with reason- 
, and, if there had been an error of jadgment, this would not 
able for the losses The defendants appealed. 

ur (Lord Eenex, MR, and Lianpiey and Lorzs, L JJ.) dis- 
Layover, L J., who read po ay gg of the court, 

the advance upon the heures, that this was, no doub 
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this was not enough to make the directors liable. As to the advances 
on shares, the case was different. Rule 8 would admit of more 
meanings than one, and the directors assumed that it authorized them to 
lend money on shares. This was accordingly done, and the plaintiff knew 
of it, though he was no party to the particular advances. From the 
statutes by which the society was governed (6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 32, ss. 4 and 6 
and 37 & 38 Vict. c. 42, s. 25) it — that such societies could only 
advance money on the security of landed property, and it was with refer- 
ence to these that rule 8 must be construed. If, then, either it, or the 
resolution founded on it, authorized advances on any other security, they 
would be invalid. But it did not follow that the plaintiff would be 
responsible for what was done on the faith of them. The real cause of the 
loss was the improper advances, and the resolution, although without it 
the advances would probably never have been made, was not the causa 
causans of the loss. It must be borne in mind that the resolution was not 
an order to subordinate officers, and no one need have acted in conformity 
with it. In respect of this loss, too, the plaintiff was not liable, and the 
appeal must be dismissed.—OounseL, Buckley, Q.0., and Theobald; 
Marshall and Marchant Williams. Soutcrrors, Whitehouse § Etherington ; 
Minshalls, Parry Jones, § Co. 


GREEN AND CO. v. BALFOUR, WILLIAMSON, AND CO.—No. 2, 
24th July, 


ARBITRATION—JURISDICTION OF ARBITRATORS—EXTENT OF SUBMISSION. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kay, J. (ante, p. 603), upon a 
motion to set aside an award. On the 3lst of July, 1889, a contract was 
made by the defendants to supply the plaintiffs with tinned salmon. The 
contract was contained in the following letter written by the defendants’ 
brokers to the plaintiffs :—‘‘ Messrs. Richard B. Green & Oo.—Dear Sirs,— 
We have this day sold to you, on account of our principals (Messrs. 
Balfour, Williamson, & Co.), about 1,000 cases 483. White Star Packing 
Oo.’s flat-labelled Columbia River salmon, spring pack of 1889 season, 
Shipment, August, September. Quality guaranteed merchantable, 
and equal to the average of the spring pack of 1889 season O. R. salmon, 
at 22s. case ex quay Liverpool. Payment cash for D/o ex quay Liver- 
pool. If vessel or vessels be lost this contract to be void to extent of 
above salmon that may be declared on such vessel or vessels. Usual 
examination for customary allowances and general brokers’ conditions. 
Any dispute to be settled by arbitration.— Yours truly, Davin Scorr & 
Co.’? Messrs. Green & Co. were not satisfied with the quality of the 
salmon supplied to them under this contract, and on the 3rd of April, 
1889, they wrote to Scott & Co. as follows :—‘‘ Dear Sirs,—Contract, 31st 
July, 1889 ; 1,000 White Star salmon ex Lord Canning.—We do not con- 
sider the tender (as yer samples examined by us to-day) equal to contract 
guarantee, and therefore must call for arbitration ; and we appoint Mr. 
William Powell, of Messrs. George Crorfield & Oo., to act for us.” There 
was no answer to this letter, but the vendors appointed a second 
arbitrator, and ultimately the parties went toarbitration. The arbitrators 
made their award on the 1lth of April, which was to the following 
effect :—‘‘ That the buyers accept the salmon, and that the sellers make 
an allowance to the buyers of one shilling and sixpence (1s. 6d.) per case.” 
The plaintiffs moved that this award might be set aside or remitted to the 
arbitrators, on the ground that they had exceeded their jurisdiction. For 
the defendants it was urged that the submiesion included the question of 
rejection or no re} ection, and there was evidence that a trade custom existed 
in Liverpool, which, it was said, was incorporated in the contract by the 
words “‘ general brokers’ conditions,’’ that, when there was a d cy 
or inferiority in quality of goods tendered under a contract, arbitrators 
might, by theie award, compel the buyer to take the goods with an allow- 
auce by way of compensation to be fixed by the award. The evidence 
also shewed that Mr. Powell considered that such an allowance was com- 
prised in the provision in the contract relating to ‘‘ customary allow- 
ances.“ This was not the view of the other arbitrator, although both 
were under the impression that it was their duty to determine whether or 
not the goods ought to be rejected. Kay, J., held, upon the evidence, 
that the only question submitted to the arbitrators was the quality of the 
salmon, and that the arbitrators had exceeded their jurisdiction, and he 
directed the matter to be referred back tothem. He also said that, if the 
alleged custom existed, it was not reasonable, For the appellants (the 
defendante) it was argued that there was nothing on the face of the 
award to justify the court in setting it aside, even assuming that the 
arbitrators were wrong in saying that the salmon ought to be accepted 
subject to an allowance. For the plaintiffs it was contended—first, that 
there was no such custom as all ; eecondly, that the custom was 
inadmissible, because it contradicted the contract; and, thirdly, that the 
submission to the arbitrators was only as to the quality of the goods. 

Tus Court (Corron, Fry, and Lorzs, LJJ) affirmed the ake. 
Corton, L.J., said that the question was, whether the arbitrators had not 
exceeded their jurisdiction by dealing with something which was not 
submitted tothem, The parties did not put their dispute into writing, 
and the evidence about it was very scanty. The def ts did not reply 
to the plaintiffs’ letter of the 3rd of April to say what was their inten- 
tion, or what was to be done if the goods were not to the 
guarantee, but ey the matter into the hands of some one who was 
to act for them. t assumed that the only question was, whether the 
salmon was or was not of the guaranteed quality. Then had not the 
arbitrators gone beyond chat question? They ed as to the quality, 
and they went on to say that the salmon must be taken by the purchasers, 
and that an allowance must be made by the sellers. The evidence of the 
arbitrators shewed that they had ft into consideration the alleged 
custom of the trade. One of the arbitrators thought that this matter 
fell within the provision in the contract relating to customary allowances 
oud that that incorporated the custom, but the other arbitrator decided 
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on the custom alone. His lordship, without expressing any as to 
the existence of the custom, would assume that there was a custom. 
But would that custom apply to the present arbitration? His lordship 
thought that it would not, unless the parties had agreed to 

for that matter to the arbitrators. There was a conflict of evidence 
the question, whether that matter was or not. One 
arbitrators thought that it was, and the other thought that it was 
was Be Oo ae ae See oe ae oe See 
reference, 0. s opinion the —— negativ. 
view. Upon the evidence lordship came to the conclusion that 
arbitrators had included in their award which was not 
ferred tothem. Fry, LJ., said that the first and most important ques- 
tion was, What was the subject-matter of the dispute? On that ques- 
tion parol evidence was admissible. 
letter of the 3rd of April, and that merely went to the way 
salmon. The arbitration might be confined to the question o 
or, if the point was raised, it might have extended to the determinati: 
of the question what was to be the result of any deficiency in quality. 
The latter question had never been in discussion between the parties. 
There was a controversy as to quality, but he could not see that there 
was any controversy as to the effect of the inferiority. The onus was on 
those who said that something more was submitted than appeared from 
the letter of the 3rd of April to satisfy the court that there was another 
poiat in ute. That they had failed to do. Consequently the award 
went beyond the matter in dispute. Lorzs, L.J., con .—CounszL, 
Barnes,  ©., and Ingle Joyce; Marten, Q.0., and Pickford. Soxictrors, 
Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co. ; Ridsdale § Sons. 
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WARWICK v. GONVILLE AWD CAIUS COLLEGE—No. 2, 25th July. 


Rrearian Prorrreror—Ricut to Bsn or River—Ricut or Fisnine— 
Posszssony Trrte—Parascerrtion—3 & 4 Wut. 4, c. 27, s. 3—Pre- 
sonrpTion Act (2 & 3 Wi. 4, c. 71). 

In this case questions arose as to the right of fishing inariver. The 

—5* was the —— under a lease from Caius College, of Oroxle 

Farm, on the River Oolne, which ran partly through the farm an 


partly formed the boundary of the farm. The lease reserved to the 
college jointly with the plaintiff the right of in the river, from a 
point called Tumbliog Bay to a point lower down the river in the direc- 


tion of Batchworth Bridge. The right of fishing was also claimed by 
Webster, an adjoining landowner, and his tenants. The defendants to 
the action were the college, and Webster and his tenants, and the plaintiff 
claimed, in the event of Webster's claim to the right of fishing being well 
founded, to have the lease set aside op the ground of misrepresentation, 
and the plaintiff claimed in the alternative an injunction to restrain 
Webster and his tenants from fishing in that part of the river. 
Webster claimed under one Salter, who was, under a surrender dated the 
27th of September, 1792, admitted on the 19th of June, 1793, to certain 
premises stated to be holden of the manor of Moor, and described as an 
undivided moiety of Mill Mead, and of a water, called —* Stroam, 
—5* from Tumbling Bay towards a bridge called Batchworth Bridge, 
and the soil on which the water flowed, and also to the other undivided 
moiety of the same premises. It was not disputed that in 1793 Caius 
College owned the land on both sides of the river for of the distance 
in question, and also the land on one side of the river for another part of 
the distance, or that those lands formed part of a different manor, and 
from earlier documents of title it appeared that the surrenderor to Salter 
had no title to the bed of the river between these points. The defendant 
Webster also claimed that he and his in title had, from time 
immemorial, exercised the sole and exclusive right of in that part 
of the river. The evidence shewed that a notice-board been put up 
by Salter claiming rights over the river, and that it was renewed in 1840; 
that Webster and his predecessors had constantly fished the river both 
with a rod and with nets; that they had given leave to other persons to 
fish, and that they kept a man to look after the water; 
that they had from time to time cut weeds; and that they had granted 
permission to ag a drain under the river for the purpose of ing a 
watercress bed. On the other hand, there was evidence that the tenants 
of the — had taken their cattle to water at the river, and had put 
down gravel at certain points to facilitate this, Kekewich, J., held that 
Webster had not made out his claim, and that the plaintiff was entitled 
to a declaration of title. 

Tus Oovrar (Corron, Fry, and Lorzs, L JJ.) affirmed the decision, 
Fay, L.J., dissenting from the view of the majority. Oorron, L J., said 
that the question was, whether Webster had a right to the soil and a right 
of fishing in a part of the river. The claim of a right to the soil fail 
60 far as it depended on the surrender of 1792, because the surrenderor 
no title. It was ssid that Webster had a possessory title under the 
Statute of Limitations. But, Ie ooflense to section 3 of the statute, 
the claimant must shew that the co who must be presumed to be the 
owners of the bed of the river, were out of possession. There 
holding that Webster and his 
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had been laid down to facilitate the use of the stream by 
These were acts of ownership by the college. The claim to the 
fore, failed. Then Webster claimed the right of fishing 
se a Act, but it was decided in Shuttleworth v. Le Fleming (19 
0. B. N. 8. 687) that that Act did not apply to easements or 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


THE SHREWSBURY AND TALBOT CAB AND NOISELESS TYRE CO. (LIM) +. 
SHAW—Kay, J., 22nd July. 

Recrirication — Acresment — Mistaxe — Parot Evivence — Sraciric 
— or AGREEMENT AS vprcature Acr, 1873, s. 
Action for rectification of a written agreement and specific performance 
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obtaining the f patent.—CounseL, Marten, Q.C., and 7. L. Wilkin- 
son; Renshaw, QC., and A. L. Ellis. Soxicrrors, Hadden, Woodward, 
MeLeod, § Blyth; J. H. Johnson, Son, § Ellis. 


Re B. DIVERS (Deceased), ATTORNEY-GENERAL v, GREGORY— 
Chitty, J., 23rd July. 


Wuus Aor (1 Vicr. c. 26), ss. 15, 17—Lxcacy ro Execuron Wirnzss— 
ExgcuToR TAKING BEXEFICIALIX. 


In this case a testator, who died in 1887, by his will, made the same 
year, gave all his property to one Gregory, and appointed him sole 
executor, Gregory’s wife had attested the will, but it was contended 
by Gregory that, as his executorship was not avoided by the Wills Act, 
he was, notwithstanding section 15 of the Act, avoiding the gift to him 
contained in the will, nevertheless entitled to the undisposed of personalty, 
as it did not appear that the testator had any next of kin, and the pro- 

came to him by virtue of his office of executor, the right of the 
executor, under the circumstances, being unaffected by 1 Will. 4, c. 40. 
The testator died possessed of personal property only. Williams v. Arkle 
(L. R. 7 H. L. 606) was referred to. 

Currry, J., said that an executor under such circumstances could no 
more claim the gift which the Act rendered null and void than he could 
have claimed an ordinary legacy which had lapsed. If he were to allow 
age he contention he would be letting in the very mischief which the 

Act was intended to prevent. There must be an order for an 
account and an inquiry who were the testator’s next of kin.—CounszEt, 
Ingle Joyes ; 0. EB. BE. Jenkins. Soxicrrors, Hare § Co.; Bordman § Co. 


Re INGLEBY (Deceased), CROSSKELL ». INGLEBY—Chitty, J., 24th July. 
Wiuu—Consrevcrion—Girr ro * Resrpsnt Prizst’’—Resipence. 


In this case a question arose as to the meaning of the word “‘ resident.’’ 
It that a testatrix, who died in 1844, by her will, made in 1838, 
had meathed the yearly sum of £20 upon trust for ‘‘the resident 
priest for the time being of the Roman Catholic chapel at Lawkland,’’ with 
ã gift over on a cessation of residence for a period of twelve montis. It 
— that the chapel at Lawkland was an ancient chapel with a house, 

some few acres of land attached to the house. In recent years other 
Catholic missions had sprung up in the vicinity, and the plaintiff, who 
had been appointed resident priest of Lawkland, usually lived at one of 
these missions some six miles from Lawkland, but he kept the house at 
Lawkland Chapel in repair, kept servants there, paid the rates and taxes, 
slept there some twelve times during the year, and held services there 
about thirty to fifty times in the year. The defendant, who was the legal per- 
sonal representative of the testatrix, objected to continue the payment of 
£20 a year, on the ground that there was nothing which shewed such resi- 
dence as satisfied the intention of the testatrix: Re Moir, Warner vy. Moir 
(32 W. R. 377, 25 Ch. D. 605), Bond v. St. George's, Hanover-square (19 
W. R. 101, L. R.6C. P. 312), and The Northallerton case (1 O' Mall. & Hard 
170), were cited. 

Currrx, J., said that the line of authorities shewed two things, first, 
that to constitute residence in a particular place a man need not live 
at thet place continuously ; and, secondly, that a man might have at one 
and the same time two residences. In the present case the plaintiff's 
residence at Lawkland was not a colourable or even a nominal residence, 
satisfied that the plaintiff was in point of law and for all prac- 
residing at Lawkland, inasmuch as he kept up the house 
rates and taxes, went over and slept there, and also did all that 
required from a resident priest, he held that he was entitled to the £20 
annum, and the defendant must pay costs.—Counszr, Gatey; R. F. 
Souicrrons, 7. 2. Hargreaves ; Ridsdale § Son, for Hartley, Settle. 
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Re THE EARL OF RADNOR (Deceased)—Chitty, J., 29th July. 
Serrizp Laxp Act, 1882, ss. 37, 53—Hermioome—Tenant ror Lire 


In this case the question aroze as to the power of the court under the 
Settled Land Act, 1882, s. 37, to make an order for the sale of heirlooms. 
heirlooms in question were three pictures forming part of the 
Longford Castle collection, which had been settled by the will of the 
late Earl of Radnor in the usual way so as to follow the estates and title. 
The sanction of the court under section 37 was asked to a conditional 
contract for the sale of the three pictures at a price of £55,000. The 
spplicant was the present carl, the tenant for life, aud the application 
was supported by the earl’s eldest son, who was of age, and was the next 
temant for Pee a ee the earl’s brother and other collateral 
e cole surviving trustee under will, ‘ 
coe =e a 7g dec ing the will. There was 
that the power of selling heirlooms given by section 37 
> the tenant for life in possession was made subtest by the section to 
the sanction of the court. Section 37 iteelf gave, however, no indication 
of the grounds upon which the court had to proceed in making or re- 
to make the order. It was obvious that it was a discretionary 
and, being conferred upon a court of justice, it followed that 
to ‘eed on judicial principles. But, as he had said in a 
former case, Duke of Marlhorough ¥. Bartoris (35 W. BR. 55, 3% Oh. D. 616, 
1 although the section itself contained no guide to the court as 
which it should proceed, the 54rd section did afford 
. That section treated a tenant for life asa trustee, and 
exercising any power under the Act he should have regard 
* entitled under the settlement. The phrase 
from preceding Acts of Parliament. (See the 20th 
Hettled Uatates Act, 1477.) The tenant for life, therefore, 
power of sale over the settled chattels, in the exercise of 
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which he was to be treated as a trustee who was to have regard to the 
interests of all persons under the settlement. In the exercise of a dis- 
cretionary power by a trustee, the court, in its ordinary 
jurisdiction, would see that the power was not exercised improperly 
or unreasonably. (See Tempest v. Camoys (31 W. R. 326, 21 Ch. D. 571). ) 
In the present case those who opposed the application had made use of an 
elaborate argument founded on the testator’s intention. They had madea 
distinction between what was called the primary intention and the second 
intention, or the general intention and the particular intention of the 
testator. It appeared to him that considerations of that kind had but 
little weight, because, unquestionably, if the intention of the testator was 
to be looked at, a tenant for life could not sell at all. But it was the Act 
of Parliament which, upon grounds that appeared to be sufficient to the 
Legislature, had enacted, in contravention of thetestator’s intention, that the 
tenant for life might sell the settled property. It had empowered him to 
sell the fee simple of the land of his own free will without the consent of 
the trustees or any order of the court (section 3); to sell the principal 
mansion house either with the consent of the trustees or an order of the 
court (section 15); and to sell the heirlooms if he obtained an order 
of the court (section 37). These were permanent powers, wholly inde- 
pendent of and overriding the settlor’s intention. They could not be 
taken away from the tenant for life by the settlor; any attempt on the 
part of the settlor to prohibit or restrict the exercise of thess statutory 
owers was void (section 51). Nor could the tenant for life contract 
imself out of the powers (section 52). So great was the confidence 
reposed by the Legislature in the tenant for life that it had intrusted to 
him the right of selecting out of the various statutory purposes to which 
capital money might be applied the particular purpose to which it should 
be applied (section 22). It left it to him to submit to trustees or the 
court a scheme of improvements which, though considered beneficial to 
the estate, were of a less permanent character than the improvements 
which were held by the old Court of Ohancery to be ‘‘ lasting improve- 
ments.’’ In regard to the trustees, they were free from responsibility for 
giving their consent to the sale of the mansion or to a scheme of improve- 
ments, or any other consent under the Act (section 42). He mentioned 
these provisions for the purpose of shewing the extent to which the 
tenant for life had powers over-reaching the settlement and the intention 
of the settlor. Without going so far as to say that his intention must be 
wholly laid aside, he did not see how it would be right to do more than 





to take it into consideration as one of the general circumstances of the 
| case. He desired to repeat here, what he had said before, that this con- 

trolling power of the court was a discretionary power, and that it must be 
| exercised with regard to all the circumstances of each particular case, 
|anxious attention beiog given to such circumstances, which varied 
greatly. He said emphatically that this discretion ought not to be 
crystallized, as it would become in course of time by one judge attempting 
to prescribe definite rules with a view to bind other judges in the exercise 
of the discretion which the Legislature had committed to them. This 
discretion, like all other judicial discretions, ought, as far as practicable, 
to be left untrammelled and free, so as to be fairly exercised according to 
the exigencies of each particular case. The consent of the relations who 
opposed here was not required by the Settled Land Act, 1882. Their 
consent was really not material. The Settled Land Act was an entirely 
new departure, differing in principle from the Settled Estates Act, 1877 
(see ss, 24—27), which required, in substance, that every person interested, 
down to and including the first tenant in tail, should either concur in the 
application or be before the court. His lordship then held that, taking 
into account the circumstances of the case and the tion of the arg 
and the advantage to which the purchase-money of the pictures could 
put for paying off part of a large sum secured by way of a prior charge 
upon the family estates by means of a term of years, the court was justi- 
fied in making an order as asked for.—Oounssi, Romer, Q.C., and W. 0. 
Druce ; Sir H. Davey, Q C., and 8. Dickinson ; Latham, Q.0., and Theobald. 
Soricrrors, Bompas, Bischoff, § Oo. ; Wickham, Moberly, Tylee, § Wickham; 
Curtis- Hayward. 


SUTCLIFFE v. WARDLE—Fry, L.J., 28th July. 


Lease—Option to Lesser To puRCcHASE Reverston—Svurriciency or Noticz 
TO ExeRoIszE OpTion—Norice TO ONE OF THREE TRUSTEES, 


The question in this case was, whether a lessee, who, under a lease 
made to him by the trustees of a will, had an option to purchase the 
reversion, had given a sufficient notice of his desire to exercise the option. 
The testator appointed three trustees and executors of his will, one of 
whom was his widow, to whom the income of bis resid: estate was 
given during her widowhood. The trustees, after the death of the 
testator, granted to the plaintiff a lease of a freehold house which 
formed part of the testator’s estate for aterm of seven years from the 
lst of May, 1882. The lease contained a proviso that ‘‘if the lessee, his 
executors, administrators, or assigns, shall, at any time before the lst 
of May, 1889, give to the lessors, or the survivors or survivor of them, or 
the executors, administrators, or assigns of such survivor, a notice in 
writing stating the intention of the person or ons serving such notice 
to purchase the reversion in fee simple of the premises hereby demised at 
the price of £809, then and in such case the person or persons giving 
euch notice shall purchase the reversion at the price of £800" subject to 
certain conditions. On the lst of May, 1888, the plaintiff gave notice by 
letter to the widow alone ‘‘that I shall purchase the freehold pooperty 
situate, &c., from you according to lease and agreement made on the let of 


rb 1882." The widow, without any communication with her co-trustees, 
instructed the solicitors of the trustees to send an abstract of title of the 
ped to the plaintiff. The abstract was sent accordingly, and the 
plaintiff acc the title, and in August, 1888, he sent the draft of a 
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nveyance for approval by the trustees. Ultimately, however, in January, 
1889, "he trustees’ solicitor informed the plaintiff that the trustees were 
unable to carry the sale into effect. The plaintiff, in March, 1889 
brought this action for the specific performance of the agreement to « 
him the reversion, claiming also damages for breach of agreement, and, in 
the alternative, a conveyance of the widow’s life interest. The plaintiff 
had never given any notice of his intention to exercise the option to the 
other two trustees, and one of those trustees did not, in fact, know till 
after the commencement of the action that notice had been given to the 


widow. 

Fry, L.J., held that there was no valid contract for the purchase of the 
reversion. The terms of the clause which _ the option to purchare 
imported that, if all the three trustees should be living, the must 
be given to them all; that if one of them was dead, the notice must be 
given to the two survivors; and, that, if the two of them were dead, the 
notice must be given to the sole survivor. The court was not at liberty to 
alter the terms of the option by inserting the words “or any of them.” 
The point was not one of form only. If the notice was given to all the 
three trustees, it would be the duty of them all to see that proper steps 
were taken to carry the sale into effect. If a notice given to one trustee 
alone was held sufficient, the other trustees might be involved in litigation in 
consequence of a proceeding of which they had never heard.—Uounss1, 
Warmington, Q.0., and H. Lacy Fraser ; Neville, QC, and W. D. Rawlins. 
Soxicrrors, Hopwood § Sons ; Clarke, Rawlins, § Co. 


ADAMS v. ADAMS—Fry, L.J., 29th July. 


Witt—Construction—ForrgitrurngE—Bravuest or ANNUITY—PRoviso FOR 
OsssEr ON INTERFERENCE OR ATTEMPTED INTERFERENCE IN MANAGEMENY 
or Tgestator’s Estatzs —AcCTION TO ENFORCE PAYMENT OF ANNUITY. 


The question in this case was whether, under the terms of a will, an 
annuitant had forfeited his annuity by os an action to enforce its 
payment. The plaintiff's father, by his will, bequeathed to him an 
annuity, which he charged on a farm called Rydon. The testator also 
devised some copyhold property charged (inter alia) with the —— of 
mortgage debts in exoneration of his other property. The Rydon pro- 
perty was subjcct to a mortgage created by the testator. The trustees of 
the will were Charles Adams and Emily Adams, the latter of whom was 
also residuary devieee. The action was brought against the trustees, and 

the plaintiff claimed an account of his annuity, alleging that he had not 
been paid, He also sought to have the mortgage on the Rydon estate dis- 
charged, and he alleged that the Rydon property had been wasted by the 
trustees. He claimed an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
occupying the trust property for their private benefit and committing 
further acts of waste, and the appointment of a receiver. He also sought 
to have Charles Adams removed from being a trustee. The will contained 
& proviso that, if the plaintiff should in any way intermeddle with or 
interfere in, or attempt to intermeddle with or interfere in, the manage- 
ment of the testator’s real or personal estate, or if he should commit or 
euffer any act or default, by means whereof but for this proviso the 
annuity would become payable to any other person, the annuity should 
immediately cease. The defendant Emily Adams by a counter-claim 
asked for a declaration that the plaintiff's annuity had ceased by reason of 
his attempted interference in the management of the testator's real estate 
in bringing the action. 

Fry, L.J., held that the plaintiff had forfeited his annuity. He held that 
no ground had been shewn for removing Oharles Adams from his office f 
trustee, and that the plaintiff had, in fact, been paid his annuity, and was 
not entitled to an account. Even if the plaintiff was entitled to have the 
- ene property kept up at its full value, the alleged acts of waste were 
of a trumpery character, which need not be considered. As to the 
question of the cesser of the annuity raised by the counter-claim, the 
words of the proviso must be considered. It was not’ suggested that the 
plaintiff had interfered with the management of the personal estate. The 
question was, whether the bringing of this action was an attempt to 
interfere with the management of the real estate. The of the 
pa was very strong—‘'If he should interfere, or attempt to interfere, 
n any way.’’ One of the ways in which a person might attempt to inter- 
fere with the real estate was by bringing an action a for the appoint- 
ment of a receiver of the property, as well as an injunction to prevent the 
defendants from occupying the trust estate. If the action been bond 
Jide brought in defence of the plaintiff's aunuity, his lordship would have 
been prepared to hold that it was not an attempt to in’ with the 
management of the real estate within the meaning of the —. But, 
when there was no probable cause of action, when all the points set up by 
the plaintiff as to the wasting the property were trivial, and the property 
was really in good condition, he was of opinion that there was au attempt 
to interfore in the management of the real property such as was contem- 
plated by the proviso. Oonsequently he declared that, from the date of 
the commencement of the action, the annuity had ceased.—QCounssz, 
Warmington, Q.O., and A. M. Humphry; 0. L. Olare. Soxtcrrors, Torr ¢ 
0o.; H. V. Reeves. 


Re THE BAST DULWICH 295TH STARR-BOWKETT BUILDING SOCIETY— 
North, J., 26th July. 


Burtpina Socrrtry—Winvina vr Parrrion in County Cournt—TRanarsr 
to Hien Covurr—Jvaispiction—APPLICATION AFTER HRARING IN OouNTY 
Oovrt nsgun—Buripine Socrerres Act, 1874, 8, 32—Counry Courts Act, 
1888, s, 126. 

This was an application by motion for the transfer to the High Court 
of a petition which had been presented to a county court for the winding 

1 of a building society registered under tho Building —* 3 


4, Section 32 of that Act provides that ‘a aoolety under 





may terminate or be dissolved (inter alia) (4) By. winding. up, either 
voluntarily under the su) of or e 
court shall so order, on petition of any member, authorized by three- 
fourths of the members present at a general meeting of the society 
ly called for the purpose to present the same of the 
society, or on the petition of any 
Acs, 1888, "it aball bo lawful for the sigh Onust, —— 
ct, » it or or a to 
order the removal into the High Oourt, by 
of any action or matter commenced in the court under 
this Act, if the High Oourt or a judge thereof shall 
rere cage dda Pompe my pr wees 
terms as to ment of costs, , Or as 
Sunt ees feee aaseot abell’ think 8 to Lnpeon.” oe ee — 
presented by a member of the society, who had given of with- 
drawal but had not yet been paid off. 
the society, claiming to have an instrument of dissolution of the 
declared in void, and had es ea favour 
costs : vide Sibun v. Pearce (ante, pp. 252, 378, . R. 658). He presented 
the petition in the character of a j t creditor for 
£130, the amount of the taxed costs of the action. The was 
ted on the 26th of June. On the 22nd of July the £130 was ten- 


his costs of the petition were not also tendered. The 

heard by the county court judge on the 24th of July. Oral evidence 

then taken, and the further hearing was adjourned 

samme! mation for tle dap. — — 

present motion for y. cou! 

jpdge expressed a wish that = Se might be —* to 
orth, J. On the hearing of the no 

jurisdiction to make the aeeie, eS oe re ee eee 

was made too late, the hearing of the petition 

already commenced. 

Norrtu, J., thought that the transfer ought to be made. The jurisdic- 
tion under section 126 was not really disputed, and he thought 
was quite clear. He thought it was open to Ea he ~ 
make a transfer at any time before the matter had finally 
decided in the county court. The fact that the hearing had 
commenced in the county court did not the High Oourt 
of jurisdiction. Generally spcakiog, if the had commen 
the county court it would require a strong case to induce the High Court 
to interfere. But the circumstances of yal eng case were peculiar. 
The action to eet aside the instrument of ation had been before his 
lordship, and he was more familiar with the facts than the 
judge was. The case was not the simple one of a petition by a creditor 
who had recovered judgment against the society for a debt. —_—s 
the county court wished that the petition should be transferred. 

h in that court had a very little way, and very little time 
would be lost by the transfer. Having regard to all a 
lordship thought the transfer ought to be made. The affidavits 

So ees eee eae the same position as if the petition had 
been orig ly presented in the High Court.—Counss., Napier Higgins, 
Q.C., and Bramwell Davis; Cozens-Hardy, Q0., and Cusserley ; 

Morice. Sortcrrons, Crawford § Chester ; Savery ¢ Stevens ; James Neal. 


DAVIS v. SNAGGASGALE —Nortb, J., 25th July. 
Satz or Goopwitt or Business—“‘ Renpsr or Customers ”’—Ricur or 
Vendor TO sSOLIcIT FORMER CusTOMERs. 

A question arose in this case as to the right of the vendor of the good- 
will of a business to solicit his former customers. The defendant carried 
on the business of a varnish and polish manufacturer, and he entered into 
the following written agreement with the plaintiff :—‘“ I, Ke 
gale, hereby agree, for the sum of £500, to render to C. J. Davis all my 
Seen, Seen eo See SS ey Seas ee 

tures, and utensils, further agree or cause 
be made for me, varnish for 


This was a motion by the plaintiff for an injunction to the 
fendant, until the trial of the action 

person, who was a customer of the defendant prior to the date 
agreement, to deal with the defendant or not to deal 
varnish or , or otherwise dealing in the same with 
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a f his grant b watieiting 
to derogate from t by 

Pega, hag Cozens-Hardy, QO, and Tulbet Crosgfeld; Maidlow. 
Sorrcrrors, Doudle; Tatham, in, ¢ Nash, 


Re WOOTTON’S ESTATE—North, J., 26th July. 

Sarruep Lanp—Pvrcnuass sy Rartuway Oomrany unper Oomrvisorr 
Powrrs — Purcnase-money ix Covurnt—Parwanr ovr ro Tavsress 
APPOINTED uNDER Serrusp Lanp Acr—Pxsrrsow “ Ansouvranr 
Entrriep '"—Lanps Cravses Consonrparron Act, 1845, 8. 69—Serruzmp 
Lanp Act, 1883, ss, 21, 32, 40, 

This was a petition for the payment out of court of money ia 
a — company water. the Leeds Ontos Gonesthdation har fer ts 
of land, settled by a will, which they had taken under 
compulsory powers, Trustees of the will for the yee he the 

Land Act had been p Aang court, and 

the money might be out to 
Nonrn, J., at first doubted whether he had power to make such an order, 

on the ground that the trustees were not persons “‘ absolutely entitled " to 

the money, Saas Ce aegis Ls ee 
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It was, however, urged that, if the money was reinvested in land, the 
tenant for life would be able under the Settled Land Act to sell the land, 
and then the proceeds of sale must be paid to the trustees. Re Wright's 
Trusts (24 Oh. D. 662) and Re Harrop’s Trusts (24 Oh. D. 717) were cited, 
and on the authority of those cases 

Norts, J., made the order.—Oounszt, D. Pitcairn ; J. T. Prior. Soxict- 
tors, Wootton $ Son ; Norton, Rose, § Co. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
RECENT STUDENTS’ CASES. 
Eaquiry AND OonvEYANCING. 

Re Kensuaw, Wurraxer v. Kensuaw (ante, p. 619).—An executor who 
has handed over the residue of his testator’s estate to a residuary legatee 
with notice of a liability to which the estate is subject, is entitled to an 
indemnity from the legatee when the liability becomes a debt which is 
enforced against the executor. 


Re Snuces, Sues v. Newneny (ante, p. 490).—On a defaulting trustee, 
who has been ordered to pay cash into court, being declared bankrupt, the 
order cannot be enforced by attachment. 


Durrix v. Muxican Gotp anp Stiver One Repvcrion Oo. (ante, p. 489). 
—An application to rectify a company’s register of shareholders should be 
by m » not by summons. 


4 Hæap's eee a yo eagle Oonrract (ante, p. i 
authority y to devisees upon trust ‘‘to adjust and pay 
all claims it ates his estate” held not to create a charge of debts 
upon the real «state. 


Ricuarps & Co. v. Burcusr & Rostson (25 L. J. N. 8. 87).—Exclusive 
agents for sale cannot sue for an infringement of their principal's trade- 
marks without joining the principal. 

Re Watts, Moroney v. Brooxe (25 L. J. N. ©. 66).—A plaintiff in a 
creditor’s administration action is only entitled to the appointment of a 
receiver against the executor where it can be shewn that the assets are 
being wasted, and not simply to prevent him from (1) retainirg his own 
debt, (2) preferring one creditor to another. 


Re Many Warsow (ante, p. —— a bond fide sale and reletting 
is not a bill of ey — * the real nature of 

transaction, is bound by the form of the documents, but can 
on the facts, hold the transaction to be a bill of sale. * 


Auenican Braroep Wine Oo. v. Tuomrson & Oo. (59 L. J. Ch. D. 425).— 
On an inquiry as to damages on infringement of patent, the patentee was 
entitled to recover, not only the sums found to represent the profits on 
sales made by the defendants, calculated at the patentee’s original prices, 
but also the loss caused to the an by the reduction of the price of 
his own sales occasioned by the illegal competition. 


Bz porte Sronzy, Re Lxxox Prstisutne Oo. (89 L. T. 116).—To entitle 

8 contributory to be relieved of his liability there must have been (1) a re- 

of the shares and a binding agreement by the company to accept 

3, Or (2) proceedings to have his name removed from the list of share- 

holders actually commenced before the winding up; or (3) similar pro- 

ceedings commenced by some other shareholder and an sgreement by the 
company to treat them as a test action. 


Hosss ¢. Hupson (ante, p. 583).—Interrogatories cannot be administered 
by a plaiatiff to a defendant in an action by a landlord to recover double 


——— goods alleged to have been fraudulently removed to avoid distrees 


Re Waurens (ante, p. 564).—When trustees appeal unsuccessfully from 
& decision which was made on their own application, they will be per- 
sonally liable for the coste of the unsuccessful appeal. 


Common Law axp Banxavrrcy. 
Friavas ¢. Tus Proriz’s Patace anv Aquarium Co. (ante, p. 601).—A 
person who keeps one of those animals which are as a race dangerous 
do so at his peril, and is answerable for damage done, apart from any 
its control, 
Hvnsaxp axp Anoruzer 9. Gooptzr (38 W. R. 639).—A set-off to reduce 
a demand to £50 and give the county court jurisdiction must be a set-off 


F 
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Re Gaonon, Faancis v. Buvcn (ants, p. 457).—Although a holder of a 
ts the acceptor, such renunciation must 
is delivered up to the acceptor (or the maker, 
the case of a promissory note). 
Re Lenmann (ante, p. 587).—A notice against a judgment 
addition to the sum fer w judgment has been ed, 
out in the jud include the amount of interest 
has accrued due subsequently to the date of the judgment. 


Re te (ante, 7. Oe ee SS lie from an ap e- 
con not ion th 
eat ees oon ee 


rez o. Rees » p- 505).—The indorsement on a writ of summons 
must state the 4 , not merely his place of business. 


assignment of property to a trustee 
generally does not constitute an act of bank- 


i 


= 


Be Sr p. 438).— 
ie tas toned ef ante rece 











any sane Se assignment is one by deed of the whole (or substantially 
the whole) of the debtor’s property. 
Onmas, Prozsats, Drvoncs, &c. 
Mazxs v. Burrus anp Oruens (ante, p. 619).—The Director of Public 


Prosecutions cannot be compelled to ose in evidence the name of an 
informer on whose evidence, &c., he instituted a prosecution. 


In tHe Goovs or Mires (59 L. J. P. D. & A. 59).—Although a ific 
1 may obtain a grant limited to the amount of the legacy without 
citing the next of kin in case no executor phe orney and there is no 
residuary clause, the next of kin must be cited if the legatee has been 
living in adultery with testatrix. 

In THE Goops or Oorz (38 W. R. 628).—On a grant of administration 
to the chief official receiver in the bankruptcy of the next of kin, sureties 
to the bond are dispensed with. 


Rea. ». Toe Jupas or tHE Orry or Lonpon Oounty Court, &c. (38 
W. R. 638).—A chief officer who, on completion of the voyage, remained 
on the ship at the owner’s request while the vessel was unloading and 
reloading and was in dock for repairs, can sue in rem in the county court 
for wages. 

Owners or Tos Huse v. Owners or Arnratoon Arcar (59 L. J. P. 0. 
49).—A vessel which has infringed the Regulations for Preventing Oolli- 
sions at Sea, even if the infraction is slight, will be held to blame 
equally with the colliding ship which was navigated with reckless 
negligence. 

Tue Conrotanus (59 L. J. P. D. & A. 59),.—Oattlemen on board a 
salving vessel, who did nothing towards salving the vessel, held not 
entitled to participate in the salvage award, although rated as crew at the 
nominal sum of a shilling. 





RECENT RESULTS, 


Trinity 2 <r — 5 —* General a wy 8 ” ations 
Were examined, an @ percen of 28°7 o ures, 
while at the Roman Law — — only 2 candidates out of 54 failed. 

Junz Soricrrors’ Exammations,—At the Intermediate the number of 
andidates was 224, of whom 79 failed, the tage of failures (35) com- 
paring with 33 and 29 in April and January this year. At the Final, out 
of 319 candidates, 232 passed. As the percentage of failures at the J *7* 
and April examinations were 42 and 38, the present one, of only 27, 


Honours Examrnation.—Out of 117 candidates only 17 succeeded in 
getting placed ; of these 4 are in the second class and 13 in the third. For 
no candidate to be good enough for class I. appears to be the rule at pre- 
sent rather than the tion. No prizes were awarded beyond the John 
Mackrell, which goes to Mr. L. Worthington Evans, who was placed in the 
second class, and about whom we have gathered the following details :— 

Mr. L. Worruineron Evans was articled in ber, 1885, to his 
father. He has been in the habit almost daily of seeing his father’s 
clients during the last two meg to which fact he attributes his success 
in gaining the John prize. Mr. Evans was educated at Mer- 
chant Taylors’ and Eastbourne Oollege, and attended the conveyancing 
lectures at the Law Society in October, November, and December, 1889. 
He attended no other lectures, and was not ‘‘ coached ’’ for the examina- 
tion. 





THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honours Examination. 
June, 1890. 
At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
— the following candidates as being entitled to honorary distinc- 


Fmst Crass. 
In the opinion of the committee the standard attained by the candidates 
does not justify the issue of any first class list. 


Szconwp OLass. 
In alphabetical order. ] 

Laming Worthington Evans, who served his clerkship with Mr. Worth- 
ington Evans, of London. 

illliam Levers Plaskitt, M.A., LL.B, who served his clerkship with 
Mr. Joseph Plaskitt, of London. 
Thomas H Lag who served his clerkship with Mr. Samuel Ward, 
of the firm of ard, Perks, & McKey, of London. 
John Lloyd Vaughan Seymour Williams, who served his clerkship with 
Mr. William Edward Lawrence, of Bristol; and Messrs. Guscotte, Wad- 
ham, & Daw, of London. 
Turep Oxass. 

[In alpbabetical order. ] 

Charles Joshua Fearnside Atkinson, who served his clerkship with Mr. 

—* Walter Harland, of the firm of Mecers. Harland & Ingham, of 
8. 

Percy Noel Binns, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas England, 
ax. 


Edwin John Fairer, LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Ohristopher Fairer, of the firm of Messrs. Oaut & Fairer, of Penrith. 
Arthur Vaughan Hudson, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Henry Cobb, of York. 
Edward Yorke Keele, who served his clerkship with Mv, Edward Rurh- 
worth Keele, of London. 
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Miles Herbert Prance, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert Heale 

Gamlen, of the firm of Messrs. Gamlen & Burdett, of London. . 
Ernest Pratt, who served his clerkship with Mr. Odden Frederick 

Read, of Mildenhall, ; and Mr. Robert Heale Gamlen, of the firm 
of Messrs. Gamlen & Burdett, of London. 

Alexander Elliott Rogers, who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
Watson Neish, of the firm of Messrs. Neish & Howell, of London. 

Frank Searby, who served his clerkship with Mr. Walter Storey, of 


Halifax. 

Frederick Darlington Wardle, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
Shaw, of the firm of Messrs. Ohallinors & Shaw, of J.cek; and Messrs. 
Rowcliffes, Rawle, & Co., of London. ’ 

John Howard Waterman, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
George Lincoln, of London and Croydon. 

Emest George Scott Williams, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Gauler Wilton, of the firm of Messrs. Thomas Wilton & Sons, of Bath. 

John Bouchier Wimbush, who served his clerkship with Mr. Reade 
Mourilyan Whittell, of the firm of Messrs. North & Sons, Leeds; and Mr. 
Maude Barret, of the firm of Messrs. Tennant & Barret, of Leeds. 


The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates to the candidates in the second and third classes, and 
awarded the follo prize :— 

To Mr. Evans—“‘ The John Mackrell Prize””—value £12 10s. 


One hundred and seventeen candidates gave notice for the examination. 


Frvat Examination. Unpsr tue Sonrcrrors Act, 1877. 
Subjects of Examination in the Year 1891. 


1. The Principles of the Law of Real and Personal Property, and the 
Practice of Conveyancing. 

2. The Principles of Law and Procedurein matters usually determined 
or administered in the Chancery Division of the High Oourt of Justice. 

3. The Principles of Law and Procedure in matters usually determined 
or —4 in the Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court of 
Justice, and the Law and Practice of Bankruptcy. 

4. The Principles of Law and Procedure in matters usually determined 
or administered in the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division of the 

h Court of Justice; Ecclesiastical and Oriminal Law and Practice; 
and Proceedings before Justices of the Peace. 

Candidates are required to give notice in writing forty-two days at least 
before the date of the examination to the Secretary of the Incorporated 
Law Society, Ohancery-lane, London. 

Candidates are also required, at the same time, to leave with the secre- 
tary of the society their articles of clerkship and supplemental articles (if 
avy), and the certificate of having passed the Intermediate Examination, 
together with answers to the questions as to due service and conduct, to 
be answered by the candidate and his principal and agent (if auy). Prints 
of these goer can be obtained on application at the office of the Incor- 
porated Law Society. 

Where articles of clerkship expire between Jan. 10 and April 15, candi- 
dates may be examined in January, 1891; between April 14 and May 22, 
April, 1891; between May 21 and Nov. 2, in June, 189i; between Nov. 1 
and Jan. 11, 1892, in November, 1891, or at any subsequent examination. 

The examinations in 1891 will be held at the hall of the society, Ohan- 
cery-lane, London, 

Days of examinations—Tuesday and Wednesday, Jan. 13 and 14, at 10; 
Tuesday and Wednesday, April 7 and 8, at 10; Tuesday and Wednesday, 
June 16 and 17, at 10; Tuesday and Wednesday, Nov. 3 and 4, at 10. 
The Honours Examination is held on the Friday following the Final 
Examination. 

Last day for giving notice and depositing articles, &c.—MWonday, Dec. 
1; Monday, Feb. 23; Monday, May 4; Monday, Sep}. 21. 

Last day for giving renewed notice and re-depositing articles, &c.— 
re ec. 29; Monday, March 23; Monday, Junel; Monday, 

ct. 19. 

Candidates who fail to pass, or attend at the examination for which they 
have given notice, may attend at any subsequent examination. A renewed 
notice must, in that case, be given fourteen days, at least, before the date 
of such subsequent examination. 

The fee payable on giving notice of examination is £5, for a renewed 
notice £2 103., and for the Honours Examination £1. Oheques or post- 
office orders should be crossed ‘‘ Messrs. Goslings & Sharpe.” 








LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. Txomas Epwarp Scrurron, barrister, has been appointed Lecturer 
on Oommon Law to the Incorporated Law Society. Mr. Scrutton was 
called to the bar in 1882. 


Mr. Hodu Frasse, barrister, has been re-appointed Lecturer on Equity 
8 oe Incorporated Law Society. Mr. Fraser was called to the bar in 
884. 


Mr. Gronos E. Dzntna, barrister, has been appointed a Revising Bar- 
rister on the South-Eastern Circuit, in succession to Mr. Denman, resignod. 
Mr. Dering was called to the bar in 1865. 


Mr. Joun Suonrr, barrister, has been appointed a’ — Bea ya 
on the South-Eastern Circuit, in succession to Mr. Dickens, Mr, 


Shortt was called to the bar in 1866. 
Mr, Rownand Wurrsunap, barrister, has been appointed Lecturer on 





Con: to the Incorporated Law Society. Mr. Whitehead, who is 
a son of Sir James Whitehead, High Sheriff of the of London, took 
a first class in the Final History School at Oxford, was called to the 
bar in 1888. 
CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
Disso.vtions. 

James Wasser, ALEXANDER Hersert Wenner, and Rozsert Davin 
Duncan, solicitors (Webbers & Duncan), 12, Furnival’s-inn, London. 
June 30. (Gazette, July 25. 





GENERAL. 


On the 25th ult. the Royal Assent was given to the following Bills :— 
Consolidated Fund (No. 2), Open Spaces, Working Classes’ Dw 
Trustees’ Appointment, Orchards Ratiog Exemption, Superannu 
(War Department), Education Oode (1890), Deeds of Arrangement, 
Inland Revenue Regulation, Pablic Health ( ) Act (1867) Amend- 
ment, Court of Chancery of Lancaster, Barracks, Western Australia 
Constitution, Colonial Courts of Admiralty, Intestates’ Estates. 


corridor outside the Appeal Oourt on W an 
Admiralty case the Master of the Rolls and Lords Justices Lindley and 
Bowen were hearing, a question arose about the condition of a shi 
On being told that the cable lay in a corner of the corridor, Lord Esher 
immediately suggested that ‘‘ the court should look at it,’’ and accordingly 
their lordships rose from their seats and walked through the court into 
the corridor, followed by a crowd of barristers, who gazed in mute 
astonishment at the judges’ ue performance. The cable was uncoiled 
and displayed at length, and Lord Esher and his 
the seat of justice evidently much im with what they had seen. 
At the Central Oriminal Court on the 29th ult. William Hugh Fal 
and Edwin Foskett, accountant, who were found guilty last 
stealing and receiving numbers of Inland Revenue stam 


large 
in value up to £10 each, were brought up for sen’ 
4 } sine cine teas ances 
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question had been obtained by House, and 
were sold by Falvey, and the two also endeavoured to get the 
money for some of them from the Revenue department as spoiled 
stamps. Sentence was pos to enable Foekett to give information 


as to the persons in the department who had 
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explained that ‘‘ that was because he had been annoyed 
An American judge would, perhaps, here have desired 
— ae to tell him * ; 
Justice only said, ‘‘ Let me understand this delirium tremens ? 
did that come about?’ After a somewhat laborious investigation, 
discovered that the witness had quarrelled with his mother in 
place, over the sale of certain 
‘gave you delirium tremens?” ‘*No,” was the reply, ‘‘ but 
take a little more drink than usual for two or three days, and 
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desirable that the duty of pro’ for the accommodation and recep- 
tion of the judges should in future 
and by the ratepayers who elected the county council. Now, county 
councils might entertain very different notions in nana yam hag 
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On Tuesday the Directors’ Liability was considered by 
Standing Committee on Law of the House of Lords. There was a large 
attendance of noble and learned lords, and the third section was amended 

respects. proceeding with the amendments, Lord Bram- 
—* — —— it might be — * — Ee 
provisions, a 
ot the * Rock malatn, enpectelly I the chen, * ee 

w as regarded or 
misleading statement in the prospectus.” Lord Herechell said he had 
placed some ts on the paper which would meet Lord Bramwell’s 
objection. The amendments were then considered, and the third clause 
was altered as follows:—‘' Where a prospectus or notice invites persons to 
subscribe for shares in, or debentures or debenture stock of, a company, 
every person who is a of the company at the time of the issue of 
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the prospectus or notice, and every person who is named in the prospectus 
or notice as a director of the company or as having to become a 
director of the company, cither immediately or after an interval 
of time, who shall have’authorized such naming of him, and every pro- 
moter of the company who has authorized the issue of the —— or 
notice shall be liable to pay compensation to all persons who shall sub- 
scribe for any shares, debentures, or debenture stock on the faith of such 
prospectus or notice for the loss or damage they may have sustained by 
reason of any untrue statement in the prospectus or notice, or in any 
report or memorandum appearing on the face thereof, or by reference 
therein, or issued therewith unless he proves—(a) with respect 
to every such untrue statement, not purporting to be made on the authority 
of an expert or public official document or statement, that_he had reason- 
able ground to believe, and did, up to the time of the allotment of the 
shares, debentures, or debenture stock, as the case may be, believe, that 
the statement was true ; and (5) with respect to every such untrue state- 
ment purporting to be a statement by, or contained in, what purports to 
be a copy of, or extract from, apy report or valuation of an engineer, 
valuer, accountent, or other expert, that it fairly represented the statement 
made by euch engineer, valuer, accountant, or other expert, or was a 
correct and fair copy of, or extract from, the report or valuation, and that 
he had reagonable ground for believing, and did, up tothe time of the 
allotment of the shares, debentures, or debenture stock, as the case may 
be, believe that the report or valuation was made in good faith by the 
person by whom it purports to have been made, and that the person 
it was competent to makeit.”” At this point the consideration 

of the remainder of the clause was adjourned till Friday. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICA7'URE. 
Rota CF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCR ON 


APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 
4 Mr. Beal Mr. Rolt Mr. Godfrey 
o's Pugh Farmer Leach 
6 Rolt Godfrey 
7 Pugh Farmer Leach 
2 Beal Rolt Godfrey 
9 Pugh Farmer h 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
NokrTH, STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
. 4 Mr. Jackson Mr. Carrington Mr. Ward 
5 Clowes Lavie Pemberton 
6 Jackson Carrington rd 
a Clowes Lavie Pemberton 
. 8 Jackson Carrington 
9 Clowes Lavie Pemberton 











BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
MARRIAGE. 


Jouxs—Biew.—July 98, at St. Mary's, Wallingford, Berks. Francis Arthur 
Johns, of ood, ts, solicitor, to Ada Biew, widow of the late Thomas 
Blew, of the Hanberries, Bishop’s Frome, Hereford. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette—Friay, July 25, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


CAMBRIAN FREIGHT AND OUTFIT INSURANCE ASSOCIATION, LimiTeD—Creditors 
are required, on or before Aug 31, to send their names and addresses, and the 


Chee of their debts or to Thomas & Son, Chapel chmb:s North, 
Vase Donors: 


Derence V esse. worior Co, Lrurrep—Petn for winding up, 1778 
July 23. directed to be heard before Kay, J, on Saturday, Aug 2 E&H 
Scott, King William st, agente for Stobo & Livingston, Newcastle on Tyne, 


solors for petner 
J M Joumson & Sons. Lrurrep —Petn for winding my, procented July 24, directed 
to be heard before Kay, J, on Saturday, Aug 2 thall & Co, Bedford row, 


Morr CaRr1o Gotp Misinc Co, Luarrep—North, J, has fixed Saturday, Aug 2, 
tment of an official liquidator 

MorTcaGz asp Acency Co or AUsTRALssiIA, LimiTeD—By an order mate by 

that the volastasy winding up of the 

tas Isom Gattive Gasrs —— 

G SHIPs GHT AND wm Murua 

0 nad tee nares —— 
names ic t 

to Thomas & Son, 30, Chapel chmbrs North, Chapel st, Liver- 


BINE ImsURANCE ASSOCIATION, LimiTED—Creditors 
aie required, on or before Aug 31, to send their names and addresses, and the 


no ng tt eel to Thomas & Son, 20, Chapel chmbrs North, 
PROVINCIAL Al Morvar Maxine Insurance Association, LimrreD—Creditors 


are required, on or before Aug 21, to send their names and addresses, and the 


¥ Se Led ne to Thomas & Bon, 9, Chepel chutes 
BawTa ABD SLAB ARRY Co, Lrurrep—Petn for winding u * e- 
— 2. Giepsted 10 be beard titeen Marth 3, om Ban v hte 8 


vented 
& Co, Gracecburch st, solors for 
Tips Aorondne Uewtan aro brasionr — 
Aan Aine amy SKA ape 9, to send their names an 
Ts 


of their aebte or , to John Hargraves, 20, 


— 
Mat Co, Liurrep—Creditors are before 
5 cg hE ay eb mre ir debte or 


claims, to John McCall and Henry Hicks, St George’s House, Eastcheap 
Saunders & Oo, Coleman st, solors for liquidators 
DENVER GOLD Oo, LumreD -Creditors are required, on or before Aug 30, 
to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Richard Do: , 184, Gresham House, Old Broad st 
THE MiDLAND ENGINEERING Co, LrurreD—Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug 28, to send their names and ad and the —— of their debts 
or to Mr. H. D. Wallen, 15, Union ct, Old Broad st Robins & Co, 
House, Old Broad st, solors for the liquidator ‘ 
THe Morcan GOLD Mrnine Co, LumirEp —Creditors are required, on or befora 
September 3, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debe - claims, to the Hon George Thomas Kenyon, 12, Pancras lane, Queen 
London 
THE SCHANSCHIEFF Extxcrric LicgHT AnD PowzRr Oo, Lruwirep—OCreditors are 
required, on or before Aug 4, to send their names and addresses and particu. 
lars of their debts or claims to 8. De Lissa and H. A. Campbell, care of Richard 


Rabbidge, —— 

THE VALLEY GoLD Co, LiurTrep—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 15, 
to send their names and addresses and particulars of their debts or c £ to 
Artbur Coombs, 14, Cornhill 

WoopHoUsE AND Rawson Exxzcrric Suppry Co or GREeaT Britain, LIMITED— 
Petn for winding up, presented July 24, directed to be heard before Stirling, 

we ., On Saturday, Aug 2 Harper & Battcock, Rood lane. solors for petner 

ORCESTERSHIRE 


are required, on or before Oct 20, to send their names and addresses and par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims to Herbert Wilson Buck, Worcester, Land 
Agent Wednesday, Oct 29 at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating on 
tke debts and claims 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Srp Harry Pearce BuFFALO MuTuaL BENEFIT Society, 34, Russell st, 
Leicester July 16 
STAPLETON LopGE, 1.0.0 F.M U. Friendly Society, Odd Fellows’ Arms Inn, 
Carlton, Selby, York July 21 


SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
NorTon FOLGATE FRIENDLY Union Sociaty, Hope Public House, Pollard’s 
10w, Bethnal Green rd. E July 23 
SLEDMERE Poor Man’s Society, Triton Inn, Sledmere, York July 23 


London Gasette.—TUESDAY, July 29. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

ABOUEIR Bay TREASURE RECOVERY Co, Limtrap—By an order. made hy North, 
J, dated July 19, it was ordered that the said company be wound up Ben. 
nett & Leaver, Bishopsgate st, solors for potur 

AUSTRAL TRUST AND AGENCY, LimiTeD—Petition for ——— up, presented 
July 26, directed to be heard before Stirling, J, on Aug9 Smith & Rydon, 

Lincoln’s inn fields, solors for petnrs 

CowpaL WarTER Oo, Limrrep—Stirling, J, has fixed Wednesday, Aug 6, at 12, at 
his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

DAVID StoRER & Sons. LuwiTED—By an order made by Kay, J, dated July 19, it 
was ordered that the company be wound up Styer, ‘hreadncedle st, solor for 


er 

GUADARAMA GOLD Mivgs, Lmuwitgp —Creditors are required, on or before Oct 10, 
to send their names and addreeses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Reginald Embleton Emsop, 1. Gresham bidgs, Basinghall st Monday, Nov 
10, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Naw ZEALAND AGRICULTURAL . Limirep—Peta for winding up presented 
July 26, directed to be heard before Ohitty, J, on Thursday, Aug? Nokes & 
Stammers, Ba-inghall st, solors for petners 

THE BRITANNIA ST#4M SHIPPING Co, LuwiTreD- Creditors are required, on or be- 
fore Sept 3, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to William Drawbridge, 74, Newborough st, Scarborough 

THe CHEMICAL CaBBON Co, Liuir?D—Creditors are re .on or before Sept 
15, to send their names and addresses, and the culars of their debts or 
claims, to Alfred Dowling & Thomas ———— gstoke 

THE GRAND HOTEL DES SAPINS DU NOUVEAU, BRIGHTON, LimrITED.—Oreditors 
are required, on or before Sept 3, to send their names and addresses, and the 

—— of their debts or claims, to Alfred William Mantle, 63, Queem 
ictoria s 

THs Mount OsMonD SILVER LEAD MINING Co., Lrm1TED.—Creditors are required 
on or before Sept 8, to send their names and addresses, aud the partic of 
their debts and claims, to Edward Mark Taylor, 37, Walbrook. Robertson & 
Farman, Leadenhall st. solors for the liquidator 
ILLIAM HESELTINE & Son, LimiTED.—Stirling, J., bas fixed Aug 8, at twelve, 

at bis chmbrs, for the appointment of an official liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOOIETIES DISSOLVED. 


| — PROVIDENT SOCIETY, Blue Boar Inn, Stone st, Dudley, Worcester. 
uly 23. 
UBSCRIBERS ANNUITANT SOcrgty, 17, Small st, Bristol. July 15, 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Last Day oF CLAIM, 
London Gazette.—Frway, July 95. 
— * CuaRes, Castleford, York, Pavnbroker. Septs. Leatham, Castlo~ 


or 
Bakes, —* Jups0N, Manningham, Bradford. Aug 9%. Beldon & Ackroyd, 
b 01 
— —— Aanningham, Bradford, Innkeeper. Aug o. Beldon & Ackroyd, 
‘or 
BARROV, RuGer, Liverpool, Wholesale Grocer. Sept1. Dixon & Syers, Liver- 


po 

BAYLeY, HANNAH, Smethwick, Stafford. Aug 26. Tyndall & Oo, Birmingham 

Bicatx, M+ Dronfield, Derby, Sickle Manufacturer. Sept 1. Lucas, 
Dropfie 

Brown, Trmoruy, Tanner st, Bermondsey, Cork Merchant. Septi1, Savidge & 
Southern, Gracechurch 

—— ¢cam, Copster Green, nr Wilpshire, Lancs, Grocer, Aug 9. Fletcher, 

AMburn 
CARD, SARAH, Rectory grove, Clapham. Aug 20. Miller & Co, Savile row 
Onariin, Tuomas, Harlow, Essex, Brewer. Sept 29. Mott & Oo, Bedford row 


CHARLTON, CHARLES, Kast Denton, Northumberland, Farmer, Sept 8. Wilkin- 
son & Marshall Newcastle upon Tyne 
COLLARD, GxonGE, Kast Langdon, Kent. Aug 90, Wilks, Deal 


Dawns, sy Tomxys, Prestwich, Lancaster, Draper. Aug 80. Aestall, Bir- 





am 
RicHarpd, Pontnewydd, Monm , le 2. Ed & 
ae : a y outh, Surgeon. Sept wards 


OaTTLE PLaGuE Murtvat Assurance Co, LimireD—Oreditors ° 











ling, 
itors 
par- 
and 
gon 


| st, 


Inn, 


rd’s 


ar. 
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E.iwoop, E1izaBeTH, Newcastle upon Tyne. Sept1, Mather & Co, Newcastle 


n ne 
EVANS, SAnAH, Uchelolen, nr Bridgend, Glam. Aug 31. Hughes, Bridgend 
——— CATHERINE, Gand, Belgium. Aug 25. Leathley & Co, Lincoln’s inn 


FORD, JAMES, Hever, Kent. Sept 6. Oripps & Son, Tunbridge Wells 
GAsQuOINE, BUTLER, Southport, Lancs,Gent. Sept1. Buck & Co, Southport 
Gipson, Joux, Kendal, Westmoreland, Plumber. Sept1. Dobson, Kendal 
— 32— mate RicHARD Davies, Leamington. Sept1. Wright & Hassall, 


nnon {st, Gent. Oct1i, Stanley Jones, Austinfrairs 

Hares, Henry JosePH Rosse~uory, Wood st, Westminster, Eeq. Aug 30 
Giraud, a 

Hassle, SaMuURL, Houndsditch, Bead Merchant. Sept 1. Levirton, Duke st, 


a 
——— JOuN, Oubley, Derby, retired Farmer. Aug 23. Holland & Rigby, 
shbourne 
Heap, JosHvuA Ming, Liverpool, Esq. Sept 30. Weightman & Co, Liverpool 
Huckt#, ELIzABETH, Maud villas, South Croydon. Aug 22. Hopgood & Dow- 
son, Whitebali place 


ngto 
GREENE, CHARLES JOBN, Ca 


— —— Hamilton terr, St John’s Wood, M.D. Sept29. Mott & Co., 
ord row 
Kroyer, THOMAS, Stonchours, Devon, Gent. Sept15. Sladen & Wing, Delahay 


st, Westminste 

KinG, JEMIMA ANN, Dury St Edmunds. Sept 30. Garrod, Diss 

KINGSBURY, AMELIA —— Somerset Lodge, Streatham hill. Aug 80. 
Hughes & Co, Budge ro 

McCasH, WILLIAM, Eastbourne, Gent. Aug 30. Hillearys, Fenchurch bldgs 


MYERS, ree: Hvau, Southport, Lanes, Gent. Sept1. Buck & Co, South- 


por 
Niougrs0y, Saran Kirry Branpon, Brixton rd, Brixton. Sept 28. Meai & 
Sons, Arundell st, Piccadilly circus 
— — Goldemith’s row, Timber Merchant. Sept 29. Mott & Oo, 
eator 
PorKIn, Mary, Bridgend, Glamorgan. Aug 30. Hughes, Bridgend | 
READER, ANN, Raglan, Monmouth. Aug 22. Gustard, Usk 
Rose, WILLIAM JAMES, Cardiff, Batchelor of Medicine. Aug 19. Leigh, Cardiff 
SANGSTER, JOHN, Sherborne lane, Merchant. Aug 23. Ellis & Co, College hill 
SaxTON, § —— Newthorpe, Greasley, Nottingham. Aug 15. Barber, Not- 


————— Jour, Towyn, Merioneth, Gent, Aus 21. Tweed & Co, Lincoln 
STADDON, JAMES, Bristol, Saddler. Aug 23. Silby & Co, Bristol 

STALEY, DANIEL, Newhall, Derby, Gent. Sept 20. Drewry, Burton on Trent 
THomas, ANN, Bridgend, Glamorgan. Aug 31. Hughes, Bridgend 


a Sapan, Sunderland terce, Westbourne Park. Aug 25. M’Clellan, 
ora row 
TURNPENNY, Henry TrwoTuy, Dartmouth rd, Forest Hill, Warehouseman, Aug 
380. Finch & ‘Turner, Cannon st 
VAUGHAN, THomas, Liverpool, Steward. Aug 28. Quinn, Liverpool 
— — Kirkgate, Leeds, Licensed Victualler. Sept1. Ward & 
ons, 
bites Wittias Haxny, Painswick, Gloucester, Butcher. Sept 26. Witchell & 
ons, ‘ou | 
Wiaatys, Wi1i11AM, Gordon rd, Ealing, Lime Merchant. Sept 7. Grenside, Gt 
George st, Westminster 
Woop, WILLIAM, Castleton, Derby, Gent. Aug 14. Bennett & Co, Buxton 
WoBRRALL, JAMES, Whalley Range, Manchester, Esq. Aug 23. Slater & Co, | 
Manchester 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 29. 


— JAMES, Hyde Park pl, Major in 7th Hussars. Sopt 1. Frame, Chancery 





Bacon, Joun, South Bruham, Somerset, Yeoman. Aug%9 Bennett, Bruton | 


Brae, Tacs — , Ickwell House, Bedford, Esq. Aug 30. Wil- 
Buvay, ALUaED, Great Mariborough st, Esq. Oct 1. Marson & Son, Southwark 


ridge rd 
iter ~ — Whitworth, nr Rochdale, Blacksmith. Aug 30. Standring & 
0, 


OaREY, THomas, Ilkley, York. Aug 27. Beaumont & Stephenson, Leeds 

OBICKETT, CHARLOTTE, Southport. Sept 29. Dixon & Linnell, Manches‘er 

DowpineG, JamM«s, Bruton, Somerset, Yeoman. Sept 30, Bennett, Bruton 

Banwems AW, ummon, is Meltham, nr Huddersfield, Contractor. Sept 30. Laycock 
y ud 

Sg Aug 26. Lewis & Jones, Merthyr Tydfil 

Francois, RicHarpD, Abertridwr, Glamorgan, retired Malster. Sept 20. Lewis, 


GALLAGHER, JOHN, Manchester, Licensed Victualler. Sept 1. Vaughan, 


GENT, ANN, Brighton. Sept1. Weall & Barker, South sq, Gray’s ian 

GILLING, ALFRED, Northallerton, York, Retired Butcher. Sept 10. Richard- 
son. 

Gray, HELEN, Barrington rd, Brixton. Sept 5. Soames & Thompson, Coleman 
etree 

GREEN, JOHN Henry, Belsize sq, Hampstesd, Eeq. Aug 30. Wilkins & Co, 


House, ad, Broad st 
ton pk, Holloway. Septi5. Hunters & Haynes, New 


JonEs, SARAH EMILY, Halifax, out of business. fept 20. England, Halifax 
ha eee Glos, Miner. Aug 12. Oory & 


NASH, JAMES — Lowestoft, Gent. 4 17. Fraser, Lowestoft 
NEILL, Jonny, Leeds, Paper Manufacturer. Aug 30. Clarke & Son, Leeds 
P. WILLIAM, Worplesdon, Surrey, Miller. Sept 17. Smallpiece 
rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Jeweller. Sept 25. Watson & Oo, 
er Kent. Septi. Stenniog, Tonbridge 

Puatt, J Hexzy, k= pag nr Leek, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Sept 30. Chal- 

ors, H 
REYNOLDS, — Herstmonceux, Sussex, Gent. Sept6. Philcox, Burwash 
Rosk, GEorGE, Petersham, Surrey. Sept 1. Cronin, Southampton st, Blooms- 
Srupson, ARTHUR BLYTHE, Cambridge, Publican. Sept 1. Taylor & Oo, Derby 
Orman, — Clechheston, York, Setting Machine Maker. Aug so. Olough, 
—* eaton 

Torr, THomas, Basford, Nottingham, retired Grocer. Sept 30. Truman, Not- 


— ay soa aot, Ee Ecclesfield, York, Firebrick Manufacturer. 
es =, Tae ewington, Soe ll upon Hull, Waterman. Aug 22. Wood- 


—— J —— Stafford, Brick Manufacturer. Oct B. 


Saunders & Co, 
Wcooox, SAMUEL, ork, Waste Dealer. Aug 30. Tunnicliffe, Bradford 


Woon, JosEPx, Moortows, Leeds, Gent. Aug 30. Clarke & Son, Leeds 













i Ge bows = Le pe you live is to pF one over bend, whe net 
— on’ your the pusebanb-anener: ou 
| do mot becrew the money Seno chance ot ha’ it called in 


a libsral and vance from the 
= mae Soe hose, 4. aes EOF Full particulars free by 


WARBNING TO INTENDING HOUSE PURCHASERS & LESSEES.—Before 
a house havethe Sanitary arrangementst 


= an io ent 
PxRMANENT 





or 
ren’ byan 
Hom ihe Satary gineering & Veutintion Gog te pirate Torn Hal ic 


&c.—( ADVT.] 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. KERFBAW, WILLIAM 


London Gazette—F RAY, July 25. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ANDERSON, WILLIAM WARDEN, Clydesdale rd 
Notting bill High Court Pet July 3 Ord 


July 22 
AtTON, JAMES, Vinegar yd, Drury lane, Bookbinder 
High Court Pet July 21 Ord July 21 


Court Pet M 
NE 


ANTER, ALF: Lei 
Pet July #30 3 Ord July 


, Preston, L 
Victualler Preston Pet July 22 O 
LAMBERT, JOHN, Gaterhead, out of mf. New- 


castle on Tyne Pet July22 Ord Jul Victualler Aug 7 at 3.30 108 Queen 
Martin, THOMAS, . et: Ree Pub iblioan High | Davies, David GRIFFITH, — 
WMAN, OWEN a Pet July 
ness —— Pet 


— — CREED, ALFRED GEORGE, A , Bocttinter 
July 22 Aug € . Of t Rec, — — 
PER, 


Arey 6atil 25 Colmore row, 
e, Essex, out Cet Dunn, WILLIAM, Ki upon Hall, Vattie Sales- 
uly 21 Ord Jul man Aug iatit Off Reo, Trinity House lane, 


panied — Hull 
F RANE, Te 8 Queen be ye 5 ot, Gow Merchant 





Bosworth, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Swadlincote, — nD Beerhouse Aug lati 
ee Boot Dealer Coventry Pet July 21 Keeper Kingston upon H Pet. Tale 14 Ord * Janes Gn Norwich, on — basiness 
uly 2° ug Rec. King ng 
CoLLInas, Tomas JouN, Brighton. 2 PoutTon, Burgs GgORGE, Angel rd, Edmonton, | Ingtanp, WrttiaM, Belgrave, pb 
Brighton Brighton Pet July 22 Ord Jul = ce anes Court Pet July 22 Ord Aux lat 1230 Off Reo, 3 Friar lane, Leiocstet 
Davies, HUGH, Fichguard, Pembrokeshire, O 2 J | JENKINS, WILLIAM CARLES, — 
—— Pembroke Dock Pet July 19 Ord RAE, ‘Avpsury ae, & antl —— Leeds, Solicitor | Grocer Augiati2? Baakruptey 
is Pe 
pow 1 Put CHARLES, Leppoc rd, Clapham, | Ruopgs, GEorRGE, and RoBERT WssTON ter, | Jonmais, JOSEPH SOUTHALL, Segstens at nr Lichfield, 
Builder Hivh Court Pet Feb26 Ord July 22 Boot Manufacturers Leicester Balsa Ord | — yang 13 at 11.30 Wet ye hee 
Dor, # DWARD BAYLyY, Oxford, Printer Oxford Pet July 23 j Gateshead, of business Ang5 
July 21 Ord July 21 SHELDON, on Agent | — Ot Hes Pink Newoastle on Tyne 


Fixcdu, Mark, East yMalline Heath, Kent, Market 





Manchester Commissi 
Tahoe E Pet t July, 21 Ord July 21 


MoKar, J Joun, Whitehaven oo, Uambertand, Boot and 
Dealar 


ven, 
Gardentr Maidstone Pet July 23 Ord July 23 | SHEPHERD, Sheen Fark, Richmond, | pees Aug i1ati2.30 67, Dute st, White- 
Frxnow, Josspn, Kidderminster, oy Dealer Domestic Machinist Wandsworth Pet July 2 | 
Kidderminster P.t July 16 Ord Ju 22 | NEWSON, ox, EDWARD BowDsy, lane, Tea Mer- 
Gitt, Epwis, Birmiogham, Milkeeller J SOE, ‘otterdown, Bristol, Grocer | chant Aug6 ati? mee tdgs, Lincoln's 
Pet July 23 Oid July ¥3 MAnristol Pet d * Ord July 22 ion 
GotpMAN, Dora, Lecds, flipper Manufacturer | TILE, CHARLES, 5 —— Brick Manu- | Nutrine, WritraM, Lavender Hill, Battersea, Corn 
Leeds Pet July 23 Ord July 23 facturer Leicester Pet Jul rd July 22 merchant A i; Tat10.30 24, Railway approach, 
s—* JOHN 1 HOMAS, Birmingham, Wood Turner | TiTHERIDGE, JAMES WILLIAM Green, 
Birmingham PetJuly21 Ord July 21 Draper Edmonton Pet Mpot duly i rd July 22 Pantene, ALFRED Laigester, yn Aug Tf at 
HANFORD, WILTIAM, Skewen, nr Neath, Collier 12,30 Off Reo, Friar lane, Leicester 
Neath Pet July 21 Ord July 21 FIRST MEETINGS. Peaks, THOMAS, — erwickshire, Qun- 
Hoan, CuHrisTornEr, Clay Hil Bushey, Mexttord- Barker, Joserm Henry, Faloon rd, Battersea, Aug tat 10 Reo, 17, H st, 
shire, Grocer St —— Pet July 21 Ord Ju Cheesem Ausl aes 24, Railway approach, Coventry 
Humpunys, HARRY, morass ter, Forest Gate, London Bric PRERCE, UHARLES GOODWIN, mg 
gantile Olerk High Court’ Pet July 22 Ord Bares, EDWIN, Queen’s rd, Peckham, Saddler Aug Chemist Aug i at 12.15 yOitice of Of 
uly 2 ati » Uarey ® nn 
JACKSON, WILLIAM, Putrey Bridge parade, Putney, | BELL, JoHN JAmEs, Choriton on Medlock, Joiner REYNOLDS, “Hallway approsch, Lot Builder a 
—8 qe ————— Wandsworth Pet July 2 Aug 1 at 3,80 Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge at, | ate 2, — 
re uy Rosrvson, 
Keartuy, Jown, Park rd, Haverstock hill High Boapes, 4 Liverpool, Flout Dealer Aug ae | | Widow y Th at Nore Ain 
Court Pet July 2 Ord July 23 Mt Rov, 88 Victoria et, Liverpool Brighton 
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Ros Tuomas PARRY. Union ve, Clapham, 
Pc ‘Aug at $30 83, Carey st, 
s inn fields 


——— Haat Hartlepool, Steemship 0 Owner 
ugiatii Royel Hotel, Wes . 
: LL, B Wi m, Gent 


ENRY, Ken. 
Ang’ lati 3 —* Lincoln’s ina elds 
— Reo Osden's chmbrs, Bridge ot, 
Aug ia’ en’s ges 
Manchester 


SmirH, JOHN —— and FREDERICK Coox, jun, 
Henrietta st, Covent garden, Commission Agents 
fre 6 at 12 " ‘Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, 


Grmycs, JORN BxtoER, Halt Moon st. Picosdily 

, a’ y gs, Portu; 

Linccin'ston fields . 

STRINGER, Davin, Annette 1d, Holloway, Provision 
Dealer Aug 1 atil 33, Carey st, Linco!n’s inn 


fields 
CHARLES, Sileby, Leices, Brick od 
Aug 6at6.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Lei 

Tonevus, WILLIAM Paracas, ~*) — a — Kentiog- 

ton, Corn Dealer Aug 1 a arey 8 

Liocoln’s inn fields 

sum, W Hz Cathcart 3 rd, West Brompton Aug 6 at 
* Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 


ie 

— Joun, Leeds, *8* 8 ——— Augi at 3 
Off Rec. 22, Park k row, Lee 

WATEus. Toomas, Gosport, Baker Aug 6 at 3,30 
166, Queen st, Portsea 

‘WoopFrorD, po Henry, Newport, Mon, Grocer 
Aug 1 at 12 * Tredegar ewport, Mon 

= ROBERT DIXON, Sw: am, Norfolk, Licensed 
Vi Aug 2 at 11.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, 
Norwich 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

ALLIW,. JOHN, Little Staughton, Bedfordshire, 
Farmer Bedford Pet July 10 Ord July 22 
Anrom, JAMES, Vinegar yard, Drury lane, — 

binder High Court Pot July a1 Urd Jul 
OSEPH HENRY, Settrington, Yor — 
Cheesemonger Wandsworth Pet June 10 Ord 


uly 21 
B JOHN JAMES, Chorlton on otek, Joiner 
chester Pet July 18 Ord July 
BENJAMIN, JOSEPH, Sutherland —4 Aaiaa — 
Gent om —— ——— O-d July 23 
Witi1amM, Wolverhampton 
—_ Dealer — — Pet July 2t Or 
CaLE, xg) OQ Adelaide rd, Haverstock hill, of no 
—— High Court Pet June 16 Ord 


HeeseetT, Ho rd, Holloway, Corn- 
chandler High Oourt PetJulyi9 Ord July 19 
H. M. Lonawortn, Cornhill, Stock Broker 
h Court Pet April 16 Ord July 22 
Davies, HuGu, Tower Hill, Fishguard, Pembroke- 

shire. Officer of Customs 


Pembroke Dock Pet 
— 18 Ord July 19 
JOSEPH, Kidderminster, ~ yl Dealer 
+ ht Pet July 16 Ord July 17 
Gorpmay, Dora, Leeds, ——— Manufacturer 
Leeds Pet July 23 Ord July 23 
Goopman. JoHN THOMAS, Birminghan, Wood 
Turner Birmingham Pet July 21 Ord July 22 
Gorts, JAMEs Purp, No: ag ome <f business 
= Norwich Pet July 18 Ord July 1 
RICHARD, Willaston, Ghesbire, — 
J——— Nantwich and Urewe Pet July 2 
HANFoRD, WILrIAM, Tai Level, Skewen, - Neath, 
Collier Neath — Ord July 
Humpueys, Harry, Forest terr, Forest Gate, Mer- 
centile, ‘Olerk High Cou:t’ Pet July 22 Ord 


uly 22 
JUDEIN, WILUAM. and FREDERICK VANN, Leicester, 
Leather Manufacturers Leicester Pet Juve 10 
Ord July 21 
McKay, JOHN, Whitehaven, Cumberland, =e 
Dealer Whitehaven Pet July 18 Ord Jul y 18 
Moore, —— Roman rd, Bow. Oheesemonger High 
Court —, 15 Ord — 21 
NEWMAN, Essex, out of busi- 
ness Chelmsford 1 bee nw 19 Ord July 21 
PEAKE, Tuomas, Nuneaton beg mK me Confec- 
tioner Coventry Pet June 30 Ord J’ uly 21 
SHELDON, JOSEPH. Urumpsall, Manchester, Uommis- 
ult — tt Manchester Pet J uly 21 Ord 


oom, Totterdown, Bristol, 
BuARistol Pet July 21° Ora July 22 
— JOHN, gley, Yorks, Frovision Dealer 
Bradford PetJuly4 Ord July 19 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 29. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Grocer 


Banon, JANE, and Jon Hop Baron. Barnsley, York- 
shite, Tobacconists Barnsley Pet July 12 Ord | 


Berxon, Isatan, Harrogate, Land Agent York 
Pet June 28 Ord July 25 ’ 


BRADIAY, THOMAS, Smethwick, Staffordshi-e, Ac- | 


countant Clerk West Bromwich Fet July 2% 
urd * 
iN OLivz, Wedmore grins. Upper 





—— * — Traveller Hiah Court | 


Pet July 24 Ord July 
OzsCKNELL, GEORGE. Great Grimsby, 
Great Grimsby Pet July 22 Ord uly 
, JOHN, Stretton Sugwas, Herefordshire 
ereford Pet July 2% Or 
- July 2 


Daviss, Henry, 

' July 25 

Dow1ze, Tuomas 
Birmingham Pet July 4 Ord July 2 


— 


Gatcombe, nr Blakeney, Gloucester- 
wees Fisherman Gloucester Pet July 25 Ord | me 


Witt14M, Birmio ham, Jeweller | 


— — —⏑ Builder Cam- 
— ——————— Anger, Salisbury 

G Sha ——** Pet July 2 Ord 
2 


Henry MARTIN. vant, ——** 
MBolicitor Portmouth Det he Juneii Ord July 24 
GurRTON, Frank, Wandsworth rd, Surrey, Pawn- 
—— Salesman Wandsworth Pet July 1 


Ord J 
JACOBSON, — Lon ston, Staffordshire, Plumber 
Stoke upon Trent vay 25 ‘, Beed Salesman 
AMES, WILLIAM OOR’ * ‘Mark 
M Coutrié Pet 


Ord Ju ily 
KELLEY, GEORGE, Willenhall, Btatfordshire, Lock 
Manufacturer Wolverhampton Pet July 24 


NEWMAN, — —— Kingswood Hill, ur Bristol, 
Plasterer Bristol Pet ot July 24 Ord July 24 


High Court Pet May20 Ord July 26 
PowWELL, MaRrGaREtT, Mountain G 
pie. Boot Dealer Aberdare Pet July 24 Ord 


y 
RAWLINSO: FREDERI Newmarket St Mary, 
BSufoli Cost SS Cambridge Pet July 23 
rd Jul y 
aa GEORGE, Mershehonel —— Inn- 
eeper GtGrimsby Pet uly 24 Ord July 21 
GrorcEe, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet 
July 24 Ord July 24 
S1ccock, Tuomas, Maghull, Lancashire. Farm 
Labourer — 5 Pet July 25 Ord July 25 
SMALLWOOD, CHARLES JOHN, Speinton, ——— 
Clerk Nottingham — 26 Ord July 26 
Smart GrorGe, West Cow I W. — 
Newport and Ryde Pet. Suly 23 Ord July 
Smitu, Divip, and ABRAH4\u WOOLF SMITH, Griepia 
at, —— Butchers Bigh Court Pet July 
24 Ord July 24 
UMMEPS, WILLIAM, Sheffield, Stove Grate Manu- 
facturer Sheffield Pet July 25 Ord July 25 
Taytor, RopertT LIDDELL, Nottiogham. oe 
man Nottingham PetJuly 24 OrdJuly 
THORNTON, LIONEL REGINALD, Wells st Ontord st, 
Schoolmaster High QOourt Pet July 8 Ord 
Tropp.' WILLIAM Pg a ae — Grocer Ipswich 
Pet July 24 Ord July 
West, ROBERT —— Luton, Chetan naa 
Keeper Rochester Pet July 26 Ord Jul 
WRIGHT, SIDNEY. Manor park rd, — ‘Builder 
High Court Pet July 10 Ord Jul 7. 
ELLER, JOSEPH, Mentmore ackney, Shoe 
— High Court Pet July 26 Ord 
uly 26 





FIRST MEETINGS, 


ALLIN, JOHN, Little te eo Bedfordshire, 
Farmer Aug i2 at 11 O St Paul’s sq, 
Bedford 

ARGYLE, Dan, King st, Twickenh Fish er 
Aug 5ati2 95, Temple chbrs, Temple avenue | 

BEGuINOT, EMILE GusTAVE, Lynton st, Bermondsey 
Aug 15at11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

BENJAMIN, JOSEPH, Has ,Gent Aug's ati 33, 
Carey st. Lincoln’s inn 

CRANSTON, JOHN, Stretton Sugwas. Herefordshire, 

urseryman Aug 16at10 2, Offa st, Hereford 

Dames, H. N. — Corvhill, —— Broker 
Aug 8at12 383, Carey st, Lincoln’s i 

DAVIES, YY, Gatcom » Glousssterahire, Fishor- 
man ca "8 at 11.30 Off Rec, 15, King st, 
Gloucester 

DAVIES, Huan. Fishguard, Pembrokeshire, Officer of 
— Aug 6 at 11 Castle Hotel, Haverford- 


Davin . OHN, Mile End rd, Oiland Colour Man Aug 
2 at 11 Bankruptcy bldngs, Portugal st, Lin- 

pF ion 

Dez SANHES, P. C., Haymarket, Managing Director 
of the Oondal Water Co Aug 12 at 12 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn 

FRANCIS, THOMAS PEARSE, Cambridge, Builder Aug 
lLati2 Off Rec. 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

FARR, WILLIAM, arisey, B ordshire, Farmer Aug 
12at 11.30 Off Rec 2 —— Bedfo rd 

FincH, Mark, East ling Heath, Kent, Marke’ 
—— Aug 15 nm 12 Off Rec, Week st, 


— ‘WILLIAM. Middlesborough, Oꝛaldealer 
Ass > a 11 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd,. Middles- 
oroug' 
Gray, Wires Old Hall, Croft, Yorks, Inventor 
Aug 7 at 11 North Eastern Hotel. — 
ORD, WILLIAM, Tai Level, Skewen. 
—J Oollier Aug 19 at 11 Castle Hotel, 


ea 

Jones, Wiit1au Evans, Liavaber, Merionethshire, 
no occupation Aug 8 at 12.15 Townhall, 
Aberystwith 

KeRsHAW, WILLIAM. Preston, Licensed Vistnaller 
Aug i5at32 Off Rec, 14, —— st. Prestyu 

GEORGE PILKINGTON, lesleswete. Cycle 
Manufacturer Aug 12 at 10.30 Off Res, St 
Paul’s sq. Bedford 

MoorzE, JOHN, Koman rd, Bow, Cheesemonger 
Aug7 ati 23, Carey st. Lincoln’s inn flelds 

MOosELKY, JOHN, Crest Grimsby, out of business 
Aug Sati Off Rec, 8, Haven at, Great Grimsby 

| NEWaas, JOSHUA, Kingswood 2 Hill, nr Bristol, Plas- 
—— xs 13 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 

—1 0. 

— SAMUEL JOSEPH, Whitechapel rd, Mantle 
Manufacturer Aug 7 ‘at 2.30 33, Uarey st, Lia- 
coln’s inn fiel 
“Teta con Deas ara y Ga HES 

ug 11 at 1 c 
Petty Gury, Oambridge — 





Be 








RuopEs, GrorGs, and ROBERT Wasrow. Leicester 
Boot Manufacturers Aug 7 at 3 Off Rec, %, 
¥riar lane, Let 


cester 

Smart, GEORGES, West Cowes, Isle of Wight, Green- 
grocer Augéat8 Newpor. Isle of Wight 

Smart, SumEoN, B l, Grocer Aug 13 at 12 Off 
Reo, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 

SILBER, MARTIN ALBERT, Wood st, Chespside, Mer- 
— Aug 6 at 2.30 

TayYLor, RoBsRt LIDDELL, Nottingham, Warehouse- 
man Aug AD Off Rec, St Peter’s Church 


24 Notti 

ABD, Dronfield, Derbyshire, Spindle 
Aug 7 at 10.46 Angel Hotel, 

a --5 


Witt1am, Langwortb, Lincoln- 
9 Wheelwright Aug 7 at 12 Off Rec, 3', 
Silver st, Lincoln 


The — amended notice is substituted for that 
lished in the London Gazette of July 25. 


vee JOHN. Gateshead, Out of Sastaams, formerly 
Wholesale Fruiterer Aug 7 at 2.30 Oft Rec, 
Pink lane, Newcastle on ‘Tyne 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


BrGurInoT, Emitx Gustav, Lynton st, Bermondey 
High Court Pet J — 19 Ord July 24 
BIGNOLD, HERBERT, Clapham common gdns, Archi- 
tect Wandsworth Pet June 26 Ord July 24 
BLENCOWE, JOHN, Kidderminster. pormanget Kid- 
derminster Pet May 15 Ord May 
BRADLEY, THomas, Smethwick, Stalls, Accountant 
Clerk’ West Bromwich Pet July 23 Ord July 2¢ 
Brown, JoHN Morgts, Leicester, — Merchant 
Leicester PetJuly 19 Ord July 
CRACEKNELL, GEORGs, Gt G Guede’ Fishorman Gt 
Giimsby Pet July 22 Ord July 22 
CRANSTON, JOHN, Stre Sugwas, Herefordshire, 
Nurse Hereford Pet July 25 ee July 23 
DAVIES, WEY, Gatcombe, nr B Gloucs, 
Fisherman by —— aly 2 Oca July 25 
Davies, PHILI Levi prc rd, Clapham, 
Builier High — Pet Feb 26 Ord July 25 
DEABILL, JOHN, Carlton. N —_ wv neshweighs, 
Nottin, ham PetJune30 Ord July 
MAS > Birmingham, Jeweller 
Birmingham PetJuly4 Ord July 25 
Frnce, Mark, Kast Malling Heath, Kent, Market 
Mo Maidstene Pet July 23 Ord July 26 
crs, THOMAS PEARCE, Cambri: ge, Builder Cam- 
* —— et July 25 Ord uly 25 Medline 
‘RANK, camer, ueen Vic st, Cigar Merchan 
h Court Pet t July 2% Ord July 24 
— ellor — — 


Pot July #5. phe by Hatt, New Bridge, Rad- 
—_,, — Bleachers Bolton Pet June 30 


y2 

HumpuHeeEys, Davin, and FREDERICK ERNEST CARTER, 
Victoria stove, Stoke Newington, Mantle Manu- 
acturers High Court Pet uly 4 Ord July 24 

IRELAND, WILLIAM, Belgrave, = Clicker Lei- 
cester Pet July 19 Ord July 25 

Porrer, ALFRED, and GzorRGE Fixer, Leices 
Boot Mauufacturers Leicester Pet July 15 Ord 


y 
JACOBSON, SAMUEL, Longton, Staffordshire, Ftamber, 
Stoke upoa Trent Pot July 25 Ord Ju’ ly 
Keucey, GEORGE, Willenhall, Btaffordehize. Lock 
ufacturer Wolverhampton Pet Ju'y 24 


Ord July 24 
HAW, WILLIAM, Preston, Licensed Victualler 
Preston Pet July 22 Ord July 26 
Parry, Davin, Liandyseul, Cardiganshire, Carpenter 
Carmarthen Pet July 26 Ord July 26 
PowsiL, MarGaret, Mountsin Ash, Glamorganshire, 
Boot Dealer Aberdare Pet July 24 Ord July 24 
RAWLINSON, FREDERICK, Newmarket 8 ary. 
Suffolk, Coal Dealer Cambridge Pet July 23 
Ord July 23 
RHODES, Gkonss, and Ropert WEsTOoN, Leicester. 
Boot Manufacturers Leicester Pet July 23 Ord 


July 24 
Rusby, GEORGE. Marshchapel, Jace, Innkeeper 
Gt Grimsby Pat July 28 Ora Jal 
— FREDERICK JAMES. aan ey Northamp- 
35358 — Northampton Pet June 10 


Ord Jul 
—— Grocer Leeds Pet 


Sao: HORSMITH, Gro 
July 24 Ord —5 
SMALLWOOD, Onantps — Sneinton, Hottieghem, 
Sere Pay Traveller Nottingham Pet July 26 
rd July 26 
Smart, GEORGE, West Cowes, Isle of wie, 
—— Newport and Ryde Pet July 23 


Smirg, HarererTe Exviza. and WILLIAM GEORGE 
» mprietors HL Merionethshire. 


h Court Pet 
April 9 and Feb 24 Ord July . 


STARK, JOHN GEORGE, Weston —J Mare Owing 


ieee Bridgwater Pet July ys 
ul 
SUMMERS, Sheffield, Stove Grate Manu- 


WILLIAM 
facturer Sheffield Pet July 25 Ord July 2% 
TAYLOR, RoBeRT LIDDELL, Nottingham, Warehouse- 
man pene Pet ae Seby 2% Ord July 24 
Tropp, WILLIAM . Ipswich, Grocer Ips- 
wich Pet J alga “Ord a dor 24 
VASSAR, —— ilson rd, West Kensington Park, 
Builder Uourt Pet March 14 Ord July 24 
WALLER, , ey Lombard oy 23 shevonater High 
Court Pet June26 Ord J 
Watson, ARCHIBALD Alert. J Pimlico, Finan- 
cial. ‘Ag gent High Court Pet June #8 Ord 


West, ROBERT ALEXANDER, Luton, Chatham, Horse 
keeper Rochester Pet July 25 Ord July 26 


PaY 
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ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


PAYNE, JAMES. Bewdley, Worcestershire, Maltster 
i ——⸗ Adjud June 28, 1886 Annul 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK, 


Aug. 6.—Messrs. BAKER & Sons. in a Marquee on 
= eyo Building Plots (see advertisement, 
uly 260, 
Aug. Bye! on Driver & Oo., at the Mart, E.C., 
at 2 o’clock, Freehold Residential and Building 
Property, (ost (sce: advertisement, Jul 
Au H. E. Fosrar & RANFIRLD, at the 
E.c, a 2 o’clock, Reversions and Freehold 
a Properties (see advertisement, this 
week, p. 6 
Aug. 8.—Mesesrs. WHITE, BERRY, & TAYLOR, at the 
Mart, E C., at1 o’clock, "Leasehold Investments (see 
advertisement, July 26, p. 688). 
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Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, it 
ts requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 


All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 





Monthly Periodical Sales—Established 1843, 


ESSRS. H. re FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
(successors to Marsh, Milner & Co.) condnss 
PERIODICAL SALES on the first in each 
month rie the year, at the MAR » Token- 


house- yard, 
REVERSI RSIONS (c (absolute and contingent), 
Life Interests and Annuities, 
Life Policies, 
po}; am 
an 
Letters Patent, and 
Kindred Interests. 
Vendors are invited to — — with the Auc- 
tioneers, 6, Poultry, London, E.C. 


Periodical Sale —* to⸗ ——— 7th, 1£90.—Rever- 
| ye. BR. E. — ORANFIELD 


(successors to Marsh, Milner, & Co.) xill in 
clude in —— ——— BALG. at the MART. 
on THURSDAY N®&X:T. AUGUST 7th, at TWO 

o’clock, the —— REVERSIONS, &c. :— 

The Absolute Reversion to the sum of £1,258, or 
therenbom et ot a trust fund. comprising Com- 

mercial Gas Stock, Consols, and Brewery Debenture 
Stock, Freehcld Residences ; nyt £1,300 advanced on 
mortgage of freehold — 
of a lady, 65; versionary e 
Iaterest of a gentleman, — 33, Soheuy of £2,000, 
provided he survives the lady, 

The Absolute Interest in One arth Share of a 
rising Freehold ype EL ET 
D old an: pro; » prod 
£205 per annum, and a Plot of tet’ ituate “ 
Melbo ustralia, and in One-fifch of an Un- 
divided Third Share of ry acres of Freebold Land, 
situate in the counties of Carnarvon and Merioneth, 
recently valued 804. 





t on decease 


this com 
Particulars ‘of the Auctioneers, 6, Poultry, E.0. 





MILE-END. 
an codes of the Biersenaee.-vatt ont of the mats 
—— — ta’ 
8 bie, 
| | as —— * St. Peter’s-road, Mile-end. 


& — annum, Lease 40 years. 
ESSRS. H. E FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
(successors to mh, te £ ae will 
THURAD ay, AUGUST rth, at TWO volock, the 
above LEASEHOLD —— OUSE. 
Particulars of no dg Bi 


ie Waite, ats 
Auctioneers, 


47, Lime-street, E.0.; and of the 
abo 





— 


— 

About a mile from -D Station.—A com- 
fortable lence, con’ four attics, five bed 
rooms, bath room. three reception —— Rated be 
domestic offices ; conservatory, 

hot water, tw -stall a. cose house, ae, 
— in well·stoo ꝛod grounds. posses- 


7 ESSRS. H. £E. —— & CRAN- 
FIELD (successors to Marsh, Mtoe, § £ Boo 

will SELL by AUCTION, at the MART. T 
0., on THURSDAY, AUGUST. eh, 
k, the FREEHOLD a. SIDENOE, 
— — Po oar Enfiald- 
Particulars o T. Aston, —— No. 61, 
—— E.C.; and of 12 Auctioneers, as 





ENFIELD, 

On the Ridgeway, close to the Great Northern Rail- 
way terminus,—A _ well-arranged i- 
Sue, containing ht bed rooms, fitted bath 
room, dress: 


— 

TE FOSTER & RANFIELD 

(successors Se Mark. ieee, & Co.) will 
SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse- 
| yard, E.0., on TAURSDAY. AUGUST 7th, at TWO 
| Selock, the above desirable RESIDENC&, known as 
| — The a 8, ti Eofiel 

Particulars of E 
Orange-grove, Bath; and o 
| above, 





J a, Solicitor, 15, 
the Auctioneers, as 








WALUATIONS. 
DIAMONDS, PEARLS, SILVER PLATE, & COINS 


ACCURATELY VALUED for PROBATE or otherwise, or PURCHASED for Cash if desired. 


APPOINTMENTS MADE IN LONDON OR COUNTRY. 


SPINK & SON, GOLDSMITHS ano SILVERSMITHS, 


2, GRACECHURCH 





STREET, 


CORN HILL, 


LONDON,  E.C. 


Established 1772. Under the Patronage of H.M. the Queen and H.8.H. Prince Louis of Battenberg, K.C.8. 


Telegrams—S PINE K, : LONDON. 


Telephone 1327. 











THELAW GUARANTEE & TRUST SOCIETY, 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £1,000,000. 
HEAD OFFICE: 9, Serle-street, — London. 


The Hon. BARON POLLOCK. 
The Hon. 


I.—_ FIDELITY GUARANTEES, 
Travellers, and others; also Bonds on b of Trus 


dators and Receivers under the — Court, and all AF. 


i where * 
— vO TEES? BONDS 


MMI OS granted. 
2. ADM INISTRATION BONDS en into at moderate rates. 
BAIL BONDS ted. 


I. ~ADM RALTY S$ gran 
LUI. MORTGAGE INSURAN ag effected. 
r further 





BRISTOL: 31, Clare-street, 





Mr. JUSTICE KAY, 


iven on Lg of Geta, Cashiers, 


particulars app! 
Urry Orrick: 9, St. Mildred’s- Be. j Poultry, E.C. EpINBURGH: 53, George-street, DUBLIN: 11, 
GLASGOW: 18, Royal Exchange-square. 


LIMITED. 








TRUSTEES : 
The 
The 





OBJECTS OF THE SOCIETY: 
1V.—DEBENTURES 
pier, sLiquit V.—TR 
olding Government | for Debengure on 
USTERSHIP. The 


ply to the Head Office, as above, or to 
LIVERPOOL: 6, York-buildings, 14, 


PAID-UP CAPITAL, £100,000. 
General Manager and Secretary, THOS. R. RONALD. 


Hon, Mr, JUSTICE D. 
Hon. Mr. JUSTICE GRANTHAM, 


and BANK DEPOSITS 


'3 insured. 
RUS’ Tees FOR, 5 Dae URa &c, The Society acts as Trusted 


VI. The Society to be appointed Trustee 
either in. ane Trusts or in those to e hereaftay created 


—TITLES GUARANTEED { 
Vili, —CONTRACTS By ity 


Bd —— 


ee epevial Prospectus.) 
;ANIBED (as to due performance ) 


BIRMINGHAM: 104, Colmore-row, 
Dale-street. MANCHESTER : 61, King-street. J 
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SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1890. 


MESsss. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 
& CO. beg to announce that the 


foll days have been “axed for their SALES 
di e year 1890, to be held at the Auction Mart, 
Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of England, E.C. :— 
Thurs, Sept 18 Wed, Oct 22 
Thurs, Aug 14 Wed, Sept 24 Thurs, Nov 6 
Thurs, Aug 2! Thurs, Uct 9 Thurs, Nov 13 
Thurs, Sept 4 — Oct 16 Thurs, Dec 11 





Other appointments for immediate Sales will 
also be arran, 

Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, & Co. publish in 
the advertisement columns of “The Times” every 
Saturday a com —— list of their forthcoming sales 
by — orto be, lt, or Nao to time 
—— les of p es to or sold, com; 

— tes, farms, f. tee gee 
| aoe oy houses, offices and warehouses, groun 
rents, and investments — and which will = 
forwarded free of charge — .—No. 29, 
Pleet-strcct, Te Teangde Bar and ti 18, Old Broad-st., E.C. 





KENT. 
AXTERB, PAYNE, & LEPPER 


that the FREEHOLD 
RESIDENTIAL ESTATE known. oc Lopzctott 


situate in the heantiful district of Hayes, is to be 
SOLD immediately, by order of the Exe cutors of the 
late J. R. Peill, Eeq., to wind up the Estate, —— 
quently an offer will fie considered. The pro 
embraces a — and comfortable viet ad 
— le accommodation for a good estab- 
ent. Stabling, =, coachman’s and 
gardener’s houses, most lovely and _ perfectly 
matured grounds and park; in all, abuut 20 acres. 
— has been well — "The late owner 
no expense to bring it to the present state of 
pn Bad and a purchaser can now obtain a pro- 
ie — costing over £20,000, a bargain. 
L., can confidently recommend this 
any person a replete country 
jee ot in a beautiful district. pos-essing the very 
best —— acd within 11 miles of London. 
8, apply to 69, King Wiliam-street, 
EC. or Bromley, Kent. 








CAMDEN TOWN. 


Two 4 Shares of and in important Freeho'd Pro- 
y= . in High-streetand Park-street, estimated to 
the present value of £ 1,280 per annum. 


R. B. W. SCOBELL (late Murrell & 

Scobell) will SELL. at the MART, on FRI- 
Day, 15th A 
TWO SIXTH 


GUST. at ONE o’clock — — 
rere set — ‘ollowing im- 
a wy? FREEHOLD PROPERTY 
National Bank, 199 and 191, High-street, and 
6, y a. - street. 
wife. 2 High-street, occupied by Mrs. Shand, 
No. 195, High-street, occupied by Mr. Wimbush, 
Nos. 197 Lee and 201, h-street, occupied b: 
Mesers. N Fn conned 
Dedbctect, conned te Aerated Bread 


No. 63, 

The whole let on leases, at nominal ground-rents, 
for 17 years to run, when the purchaser or purchasers 
will be entitled to two-sixths of f the rack-rents. 


nas ate wer $e Sot of Meme. Bae 
Biliman, Bo, Solicitor, an — t J. ~ boy 

* Tr, 4, Great James-stree 

at the Mart; and of the Auctioneer, | 
goers — besten, opposite the Mansion- house. 


GRAY’S INN, W.C. 


, Esq.-—ecure Leasehold Investments, 
arising out of Suites of well-let Chambers in Ray- 
ings and Gray’s-inn-square. 


Neos WHITE, BZRBRY, & bang forty 
wil SELL by AUCTION, ‘at the MAR 


wy tee My = FRIDAY, ROGUST 6 
* at ON o'clock, in 3 Lots Cen previousl 
of), desirable LEASEHOLD INVEST- 


out of Profit Rentals secured on 3 
Suites of Cham dunteen i south side of the 
Ground and First Floors of No. 5, Raymond-build- 
ings. and on the west side of the Floor of No. 
7, Gray’s-inn-square, Gray’ — V.O. 
separate leases direct from the Hon. 
for terms varying from 214 to 274 years at 
rentals; and let to t tenants at 


ge 





be 


ee aetanion tenths to ae subject | — 


to the usual outgoings common to 
Particulars and conditions of sale may be obtained 
of Mesers. W: & Da 


So 1, Gray’s- 
Wr. st the Mart; and et the Aucti» 


1, Halxin-street, Grosve nor-place, and 
#, Sloane-strest, — 


if 


ONSHIRE.— A aces Fre ehold 

Estate of 270 acres adjoining the 2 of Exeter, 

commanding beautifal 6, and #v for the 

formation of a gc1.tl man’s Residen R, ~ ya 

catting up ft builais of, &c, also several * of 
market getdes, sccom and 


and two dal farms. G: A ortunities for 
wo daisy fare. is. Gran opp —— 
6, 


ca’ars of Thompeon & Oo., 





Held by | 
y of) 


| 


| 


| 








SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1890. 


ESSBS. DEBENHAM, ech yal 

FARME & BRIDGEWA an- 
—— —— thelt — of se Sonntag tee ATES, 
Business Premises sy Building. Lat Lent. Ground. Rents, 

ions 

Properties ‘will be held at the AUCTION MART, 
Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of England, in the 
City of London, as follows :— 





Tues, Aug 5 Tues, Aug 26 Tues, Nov 4 
Tues, Aug 12 Tues, Oct 7 Tues, Novis 
Tues, Aug 19 Tues, Oct 21 Tues, Dec 9 
Auctions can also be held on other days, in town 
or country, by arrangement. Messrs. Deben- 


ham, Tewson, Farmer, & Bridgewater undertake 
Sales and Bie —2 "tor Probate and —— por 


es, . Pictures, Farming 
—S Growing Crepe &c, Detailed Lists of In- 
vestments, Estates, Sporting Q 


uarters, Residen 
Shops, and Business mises to be Let or Sold by by 
private contract are published on the 1st of each 
month, and can be obtained of — ng 
Tewson, Farmer, & Bridgewater, Estate Agen 
Surveyors, and Valuers, 80, Cheapside, London, E. c 
Telephone No. 1,€03, 


ESSRS. DEBSAEAM. TEWSON, 
FARME BRIDGEWATER’S LIST cf 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country ces, Hunting 
and Shooting Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent 
Charges, House perty and Investments generally, is 
published on the first day of each month, and ma; Phe 
obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, —— 
E.C., or will be sent by post in return for two stamps.— 
Particulars for insertica should be received not later than 
four days previous to the eud of the preceding month, 














EST BROMWIOH CORPORATION £3 
PER CENT. REDEEMABLE STOCK. 
ISSUE OF £300,000. 


The CORP OR ATO of WEST BROMWICH are 
prepared to RECEIVE APPLICATIONS for the 
above Stock. iia price of issue, £97 per cent. 
Interest payable half-yearly on ist April and ist 
October. e Stock will be issued in sums of £10 
and upwards, beiag a — of £10, free of Stamp 
Duty and all charges. All transfers of Stock will be 
free of Stamp Duty. Ghacr the Trust Investment 
Act, 1889, this Stock is an available investment for 
every Trustee who is not expressly forbidden by the 
instrument creating the Trust to invest in Corpora- 


tion Stock. Forms of a) 4 and any further 
information “a ze euppliel by ae, 
ae nernce heeding Registet. 
Town Hall, Wat Bromwich, October, 1889 


Nærional. DISCOUNT COMPANY 
(LIMITED). 





Subscribed Capital ... «. £4,283,825 
Paid-up eee * ove 665 
Reserve Fund ... «.. ..» 460,000 


Notice is * given thatthe RATES OF ay 
allowed for deposits are RAISED as follows—viz. : 
Four per cent. per annum at call. 
Four and a quarter per cent. at seven and fourteen 
days’ notice. 
Money ee pone * fixed periods at rates specially 
to be agreed upon 
WILLIAM HANCOCK, Manazer. 
CHARLES H. HUTCHINS, Sub-Manager. 


No. 35, Cornhill, E.0., July 81, 1890. 


iF AW UNION FIRE and * INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY 


ESTABLISHED IN THE — 1854. 





Chie? Office— 
126, CHANCERS LANE, LONDON, W.C. 


City Branch— 
1, ROYAI EXCHANGE BUILDINGS, E.QO. 


LiFE DEPARTMENT. 
attention is drawn to the following 


1. The Reversion Borus added to Policies on 
young lives at the division of * ~-A = equal 
to the whole of the premium paid Quin- 


Whole World and Unconditional Policies granted 
without extra premium t in special cases. 
8, Claims are payable — on proot of death 


Y¥rREe DEPARTMENT. 

Private Houses and Buildings, if 

brick and tiled or Sted: and free from bazardous 

— Es, insured at a premium of is. 6d. for 
eae 

Household Furniture in houses of similar construc- 

tion insured at a premium of 26. per cent, 

on Keversions and Life Interests. 

Annuities 


Keversions — ai 
rospectuses ev ormation 
obtained from * 


R. GRAN? WATSON, 
neral Manager and Secretary 


Auction. | and title. 


granted, 
may be 








pranx FIRE OFFIOE, 19, LoMBARD- 

STREET and 67, CHARING-cROSS, LONDON. 
Established 1782. 

Moderate Rees, Absolute 


——— supplied. eo yey —— 
Prompt ayment of Claims 


Joint Secretaries 
W. O. Macponarp and F. B. MACDONALD, 
LOSSES PAID OVER 
£17,000,000. 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE 

RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 

or other Securities and Annuities PU RCHASED, or Loang 

or Annuities thereon granted, by the E UITABLE RE. 

VERSIONARY INIEREST SOCIETY _o Ps 
Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Establ 





1835. Ca * £600,000. Interest on Leone saan ill 
capitaliz 
8. CLAYTON, Joint 
¢: H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries, 





[Ts RIAL FIRE INSURANCE Ovum. 
PANY. 


Established 1803, 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000 
Total Invested Funds over £1,600,000. 


E, ca =~ —3 
er. 
AOHTING CRUISE to the LEVANT 
and CRIMEA.—The ORIENT COMPANY 
will despatch their steamship ‘“‘Chimborazo,” 3,°47 
tons register, 3,000 horse-power, from London on 30th 
Augess, ioe for a 45 days’ ORUISE to the Mediterranean 
Black Sea, v' See eee Palermo, Syracuse 
Pirceus (for —— tinople. Sebastopol pol, 
Balaclava, Yalta (for vadia). Mudania (for Brusa), 
Malta, Gibraltar. The month of September is con- 
sidered the best * Chim- 
borazo” is fitted with electric light, hot and cold 
baths, &c. Cuisine of the highest order. 
Managers. F. GREEN & CO., 13, Fenchurch-ave ue, 
E.C ; ANDE , ANDERSO N. & OO., 5, Feu- 
church-aveou,, E. OG. For terms and further particu 
lars apply to the latter firm. 


ACHTING ORUISE round the UNITED 
KINGDOM.—The ORIENT COMPANY will 
despatch their steamship ‘*Garonne” from don 
= 6th September, and from Leith, on 8th September, 
for a three weeks’ CRUISE, visitin, Inverness, Kirk- 
wall, Lerwick, Gairloch (Hoss), Oban, tg | Clyde, 
Belfast, Londonderry, Limerick, — Bay (for 
— Queenstown, and Plymou th. 

Managers, F. GREEN & OO., 13. Fenchurch-avenur, 
E.C.; ANDERSON, ANDERSON, & OO., 5, Fen- 
church-aven nue, E.C. For terms and further particu. 
lars apply to the latter firm. 


ORWAY. —GRANTON to BERGEN 
every WEDNESDAY, 10 sm. (2% hours’ pas- 
ooge). New Norwegian Mail and Passenger Steamer 
NIA. Returning from Bergen every Mon- 











day, 5 p.m 

Fares: £4 Single, £3 Return (includin —— 
and Steward’s Fees). Lighted Electric: 

Full particulars from * d New- 
castie-on-Tyne ; and Brey & Go., 54, 


Ri 
Bernard-street, Leith, and Middle Pier, Granton, 





OR WAY.—NEWOASTLE-ON-TYNE to 
BERGEN.—-NEW NORWEGIAN ROYAL 





Gp wrk Government Contract) and PAS- 
BENG: ‘EAMERS. 
vats ayes direct—* MERCUR” or “ RAGN- 


EN 
JARL,” every zum ay. TO BERGEN, 
vies Stavan er, ** NORGE,” Beane 
ena *BRI — eve SAT AY. Return 
from Bergen SATURDAYS, —S and 
* URSDAYS. —3 throughout electri 
Fares: £8 and £4 —— £5 and £6 Return (includ. 
ing Provisions and Steward’s Fees). Acturn'rickets 
available — — the season. 
Tickets mer ite rocured beforehand from 
yO gu CRAIG, 


* Oo., Newcastle-on-Tyne, 
-« EDE AND SON, 


ROBE ff MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


Io Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
the Judicial Bench, Oorporation of London, &c. 





HOBES FOR QUBEN’S OOUNSEL AND BARRIOTERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Olerks 
and Olerks of the Peaco, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94 CHANCERY LANE LONDON. 





| 


ery! 





